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Since the development of eGovernment systems is gaining worldwide momentum,
the European Union is constantly increasing its efforts to induce the development
of eGovernment systems in its member states. The currently running strategy is
the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’, which understands itself as a catalyst for
developments in the member states.
Despite these ongoing efforts by the European Union regarding eGovernment, stud-
ies are repeatedly revealing that the quality and acceptance by the citizens of dig-
ital public services are varying heavily within the EU. Being based on the same
political guidelines provided by the EU, the national strategies implemented the
core principles to different degrees. These different implementation rates, analyzed
for Germany, the United Kingdom and Estonia, supplement the holistic analysis of
the eGovernment policies, applications and usage in each member state. This gets
proven by the connection of this indicator with related studies in the field of eGov-
ernment applications and usage within the European Union.
The aim of this thesis is, on the one hand, to quantify differences in the implementa-
tion of the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’ into national policies in Germany,
the UK and Estonia and, on the other hand, establish this indicator as a valuable
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1Chapter 1
Introduction
On the 29th of September 2017 the heads of state and government of the members of
the European Union came together in Estonia for the ’Tallinn Digital Summit’. They
discussed the digitalization of the union and thereby the establishment of the EU as
a leading territory for economical development and digital innovation. The summit
was held by Estonia, that was making digitalization the most prominent policy field
of their presidency of the European Council.
Afterwards, the Prime Minister of Estonia, Jüri Ratas, published conclusions from
the digital summit starting with the following statement: "We should bring govern-
ment and the public sector into the digital age to improve public services for citizens
and businesses, contain costs and promote innovation" (EU2017.EE, 2017).
This conclusion positions the topic of eGovernment and its development as the num-
ber one priority in the policy field of digitalization within the European Union.
The current political strategy by the EU that aims to let eGovernment in the EU
thrive is the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’. It is designed as a catalyst to
coordinate public sector modernization efforts and resources in the field of eGov-
ernment. It thereby acts as a guidance for EU member states, it wants to evoke
developments on national and local levels and it wants to standardize the existing
systems.
Nevertheless the research of the success of this efforts is not comprehensive: "A
specific focus on Europe is still in urgent need, in the face of the extensive efforts
paid by EU institutions to promote e-services development and their benchmarking"
(Seri, Bianchi, and Matteucci, 2014, p. 496).
This means that the EU defines eGovernment as the top-priority in the field of dig-
italization and provides a plan with guidelines for the member states. Still, the re-
alization and conversion of this plan lays in the hands of the national governments
and administrations. The evaluation and success of this plan though is not com-
pletely clear. As in many other policy fields this constellation between the EU and
its members causes systemic problems and fragmented developments.
1.1 Problem Definition
The EU carries out a benchmark study each year to monitor the developments based
on its action plan within the member states. Furthermore, studies about the users
of public online services are published frequently. All these sources show that the
extent and quality of eGovernment systems vary heavily among EU member states:
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"Both practitioners and researchers in the field claim that there is a very large vari-
ation in the extent to which e-services are implemented in the public sector, and in
the quality of these services" (Lindgren and Melin, 2017, p. 2).
Since the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’ is not the first political strategy re-
garding eGovernment by the EU, the question arises, why the eGovernment systems
in the member states vary so much although they are based on the same plan. Why
do these systems differ so much, not only with regard to the extent of their services
but also regarding their acceptance and use by citizens?
As the action plan by the EU only acts as a catalyst for developments in each mem-
ber state, one possible explanation of these differences is that the European strategy
is differently applied in national eGovernment strategies and policies. This would
attach the explanation of the different system designs and usage rates on the very
first property of political acting – the plan.
1.2 Research Question and Objectives
To study whether differences in the applications of the ’eGovernment Action Plan
2016-2020’ can explain the differences in eGovernment systems and services among
the EU member states, the following the following research question is formulated:
Are there differences in the application of the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-
2020’ by the European Commission into national strategies and can they func-
tion as an explanation of differences in the use of digital services in EU member
states by the public?
In order to answer this question systematically I define the following objectives:
1. Analyze the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’ by the European Union and
provide an overview of its emergence.
2. Define and analyze the national strategies regarding eGovernment in Ger-
many, the UK and Estonia.
3. Qualitatively compare the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’ with the na-
tional eGovernment strategies and define the extent of its implementation.
4. Connect the findings with quantitative results and test its coherence vice versa.
1.3 Method
In this thesis, I use the comparative method to assess the degree of implementation
of the EU strategy into the national strategies. It can be used to detect relationships
between concepts where all or most other variables are constant (Lijphart, 1971). It
is particularly suitable when there is only a small number of cases to compare and
no experimental approach possible.
The design used is the ’Most Similar Systems Design (MSSD)’. This comparative
strategy aims to compare very similar cases that only differ in dependent variables.
In a basic sense, MSSD starts out with similar variables between subjects and tries to
figure out why the outcome is different between the subjects (Collier, 1993).
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To provide a general comparability and determine numerical implementation rates
for the national states, the core content of the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’
is factorized and implementation indicators are determinated based on six imple-
mentation dimensions. This will be explained in detail in Subsection 5.2.1.
In an ideal setting, one would compare the national implementations of all EU mem-
ber states. Due to the limited resources of this thesis, however, I restrict the compar-
ison to a subsample of three national strategies. Doing so, this thesis provides an
explorative study of the national strategies of Germany, the UK and Estonia and
serves as a starting point for future research. Possible extensions of the analyses
done in this study are discussed in Chapter 6.
1.4 Scope
This thesis combines approaches from web sciences, political sciences as well as so-
cial sciences. In a broader context, it deals with web governance and digital policy
making with a focus on politics of the European Union. Therefore, the field of this
thesis can be described as comparative digital policy studies.
The chapters of this thesis contain the following content:
A general theoretical overview over the functioning of the European Union and a
definition of the term ’eGovernment’ as used in this thesis are provided in Chapter 2.
After that, the evolution of eGovernment policies in the EU and a detailed analysis
of the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’ are given in Chapter 3. Three differ-
ent national strategies (Germany, the United Kingdom, and Estonia) are discussed
and analyzed in Chapter 4. A comparative analysis of these three national strategies
is the main part of Chapter 5. This chapter also includes a detailed explanation of
the method used and the factorization of the European action plan. In Chapter 6
possible ways of validating the research method as well as possible further research
opportunities are given. The connection to quantitative studies is made in Chap-
ter 7, while Chapter 8 sums up the findings of this master thesis before providing an




To properly investigate the applications of the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’
by the member states of the European Union it is vital to understand the general leg-
islative procedures of the EU. Therefore, a short introduction into these processes is
given in this section. Furthermore, the most recent scientific debates about the term
’eGovernment’, including digital public services, are examined and summarized.
2.1 The European Union
The European Union (EU) acts as the most important driver of change in contem-
porary government and policy-making in Europe and even beyond European bor-
ders. Decisions made within the EU affect especially the EU’s members states, but
also otherwise connected countries (Wallace, Pollack, and Young, 2014). Since these
policy-making processes are of high interest for this thesis, they are described in
detail in the following section.
To understand these processes, it is also vital to introduce the most important EU
institutions that are involved in the development and application of eGovernment
strategies and policies.
2.1.1 Institutions
The EU, officially founded with the ’Roman Treaties’ in 1957, consists of 28 member
states with one member in the process to drop out (United Kingdom) and several
countries wanting to become a member (Council of Europe, 2017). The most impor-
tant institutions in the legislative and policy-making process are the following:
• European Parliament: The parliament represents the citizens of the Union. It
consists of 751 delegates that are directly elected every five years. Together
with the Council it decides about laws proposed by the European Commission
(Council of Europe, 2017).
• European Council: The European Council consists of the heads of state and
government of the 28 member states, the president of the Council and the
president of the Commission. It debates and establishes the general political
guidelines and priorities of the Union (Nugent, 2017).
• Council of the European Union: This institution, often called ’The Council’,
consists of the ministers of the member states. Depending on the topic this
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means all ministers for finance, health etc. The Council debates and enacts
EU-acts and passes, together with the Parliament, the EU budget (Council of
Europe, 2017).
• The European Commission (EC): The EC includes 28 individual members,
one from every member state. It acts as the politically independent execu-
tive organ of the EU. Its members represent the interests of the EU and not of
the member states. The Commission proposes laws to the Parliament and the
Council and executes their decisions. In addition, it is responsible for the an-
nual budget of the Union, it negotiates international treaties and it ensures the
correct implementation of EU law in the member states (Council of Europe,
2017).
Other important institutions include the European Court of Justice or the European
Central Bank (Pollak and Slominski, 2012). Since they are not largely involved in the
processes regarding digitalization, they are not listed in detail.
To understand the processes of policy-making and thereby the process leading to
the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’, the next chapter covers the procedures of
policy-making within the EU.
2.1.2 Policy-Making
The European Union and its institutions have, since its foundation, gathered more
and more power. Started with a sole focus on economic issues, it is nowadays and
especially since the ’Lisbon Treaty’ a relevant policy designer in nearly every po-
litical field. To review this power and its practical execution it is helpful to define
public policy-making as such.
In general, public policy-making can be described as “a set of interrelated decisions
taken by a political actor or group of actors concerning the selection of goals and the
means of achieving them within a specified situation where those decisions should,
in principle, be within the power of those actors to achieve" (Jenkins, 1978, p. 15).
With regards to the EU, this means that the EU makes decisions in the fields where
it has the power to achieve them.
Mainly because of the history of the EU integration process, the EU has no uniform
decision making process. Rather, there are decisions made in different domains with
different scope and different fundamentalities (Arzheimer, 2014). They can affect
comparably irrelevant issues like the infamous cucumber bend regulation all the
way to the signing of historic treaties (Nugent, 2017).
Nevertheless, all policy-making processes follow a typical process starting with the
preparation – including informal talks and proposals – leading from the legally bind-
ing decision-making to the implementation and monitoring of the policy. Further-
more, all these policies can be associated with different kinds of political arenas like
regulative, expenditure, (re-)distributive or macro-economic stabilization policies
(Arzheimer, 2014).
Keeping all these various differences in mind five general methods of policy-making
can be identified within the EU according to Arzheimer (2014):
• Community Method: This method describes a supranational approach that
can be seen as the most common method. It describes that the Commission
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has the role of proposing laws and policies. The legislative decisions about
these proposals are then made within the ’Council of Ministers’ – representing
the member states – and the Parliament – representing the citizens (Pollak and
Slominski, 2012). This method is shown in Figure 2.1.
FIGURE 2.1: How EU bodies work together (Think Tank for Action
on Social Change, 2018)
• EU Regulatory Mode: In this method, the Commission acts as the designer of
the policy while the Council only functions as a forum. Furthermore, stake-
holders are involved while the role of the Parliament is relatively weak. It is
the strongest form of regulation by the EU.
• EU Distributional Mode: Here, the Commission starts programs or action
plans that are distributed to the member states. The members of Parliament
and other EU institutions act as pressure groups to assure the execution of
these programs.
• Policy Co-ordination: This method is mostly used for broader, often long-
term policy strategies like the ’Lisbon Strategy’. These strategies are initiated
8 Chapter 2. Theoretical Background
by the Commission and prepared by experts. These experts can be parliament
members, researchers or other stakeholders.
• Trans-/Intergovernmentalism: This method describes the legislative power of
the European Council and the ’Council of Ministers’. The Commission is only
involved through its participation in the Council. An example for this coordi-
native approach of the member states is the ’Schengen Treaty’.
All these processes have in common that the shaping of policies depends on addi-
tional factors like lobbying and mostly starts before the official procedures.
For the implementation of policies the EU uses two different legal instruments. Di-
rectives describe aims that are binding for the member states yet with no direct ef-
fects on national laws. Regulations on the other hand are immediately applicable in
all member states and can even supersede national regulations. Both measures, but
especially directives, are highly dependent on actors in the member states since the
Union itself has not enough resources nor the power to directly act in member states
(Arzheimer, 2014). Hence, the Commission can only monitor the implementations
of its policies on the national level.
In general, it can be said that the policy-making procedures of the EU involve a large
number of actors of different types while, at the same time, influencing different
types of subsidiarity. Due to the varying scope of decisions, different kinds of policy-
making methods are used, having different kinds of formality (Wallace, Pollack, and
Young, 2014).
The ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’ can, due to these classifications, be de-
scribed as a policy based on the distributional method since the execution lies solely
in the power of the member states with the Union providing supporting measures
and monitoring.
2.2 eGovernment
Since this thesis covers the topic of eGovernment, it is necessary to define what ex-
actly the term ’eGovernment’ means and what arenas are covered within it.
In general, eGovernment is the short form of ’Electronic Government’ which "stands
for using information and communication technologies based on electronic media to
run governmental and administrative processes. In e-government, public services
and administrative matters are digitised and made available online" (Commission
of Experts for Research and Innovation, 2016, p. 3).
Nevertheless, in recent years several more detailed definitions came up. While the
early ones focus on the use of digital technology to achieve greater efficiency in ad-
ministrations, the more recent ones also focus on the gains of eGovernment to make
governments more responsible, transparent and effective (Soledad, 2018). Therefore,
a more sufficient proposal is to define eGovernment as “a system for the manage-
ment of public services that, based on Information and Communication Technolo-
gies (ICTs), aims to improve the quality of the services provided by the Govern-
ment to its stakeholders (citizens, companies, employees, other governments, etc.),
increase its transparency, make improvements to its operation and achieve more ef-
ficient management in the different environments in which it operates" (Soledad,
2018, p. 2).
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For about 20 years the implementation of eGovernment systems within public ad-
ministrations has become a key objective in political agendas and governmental
strategic programs around the world. The achievements have "also enabled greater
information accessibility and transparency, improved public service delivery, and
produced greater interaction and citizens’ participation in public administration"
(Muñoz et al., 2017, p. 1).
In practice, that means that, for example, people no longer have to travel to public
offices, saving citizens, companies and public authorities a lot of time. Other benefits
include the option for, e.g., citizens, to track the use of to track the use of their per-
sonal data and applications via the internet leading to a much higher transparency
of public data procedures. Additionally, eGovernment "offers citizens enhanced par-
ticipation in political consensus-building and decision-making processes through a
direct exchange of information. This can include the submission and processing of
suggestions, complaints and petitions, as well as topic-related online discussions,
opinion polls and the use of innovative public services such as public hearings in
real time" (Commission of Experts for Research and Innovation, 2016, p. 4). Due to
the digitalization of public administrations and the concomitant generation of us-
able data, new fields of open data scenarios emerge. New innovative businesses or
research institutes can use this open government data to develop new services or
products (Commission of Experts for Research and Innovation, 2016).
As a result, well designed eGovernment systems can increase the attractiveness of
the European Union for businesses and citizens and also become an enabler in itself
by heavily influencing the process of social transformation (Cano Carrillo, Jimenez-
Gomez, and Falcone, 2017).
Research regarding eGovernment is very prolific and complex and requires a multi-
disciplinary approach leading from the electronic-digital to the political-social field
(Cano Carrillo, Jimenez-Gomez, and Falcone, 2017). Therefore, scientific literature
has for example focused on the diffusion of e-services, the process of structural
change and innovation through eGovernment systems or the increasing role of knowl-
edge as a fundamental driver of growth (Arduini and Zanfei, 2014).
All in all, it can be said that eGovernment systems are most likely to affect every
citizen in the EU and worldwide more and more in the near future while the political
shaping of the further development becomes a key factor in every political agenda.






Since the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’ is not the first policy on the Euro-
pean level aiming to enhance eGovernment processes on the EU-level as well as in
the member states, it is helpful to take a closer look on the evaluation of European
digitalization policies. It becomes clear that the current action plan is the most recent
step in a series of plans and processes.
After that, the plan itself is analyzed in detail and the most recent evaluations and
developments of EU digitalization is taken into account.
3.1 A Look Back
The importance, extent and repercussions of the digitalization first showed effects on
the European policy level in the year 2000. At the meeting of the European Council
in Lisbon in March 2000 it was decided that the possibilities of the IT economy and
therefore the internet should lead the way for developing the EU into the strongest
economy in the world.
Just three months later, in June 2000, the heads of state and government accepted
the ’eEurope 2002’ action plan, which was designed and proposed by the European
Commission.
3.1.1 eEurope 2002
The core of the ’eEurope 2002’ action plan was to connect every citizen, every house-
hold, every business and every public institution within the Union to the internet
(European Commission, 2000). For the first time, the heads of state and government
agreed to the observance of defined time frames for the implementation of measures
to achieve the goals defined in the action plan.
Therefore, the objectives and measures stated in the ’eEurope 2002’ plan led to tan-
gible effects on national policy strategies.
3.1.2 eEurope 2005
Already two years later, in June 2002, on the Seville European Council meeting the
follow-up strategy ’eEurope 2005’ was adopted (European Commission, 2002). The
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main objectives of this action plan were to put the increased internet connectivity
across Europe into economic and social benefit.
Also included was a part dedicated to the topic of eGovernment. Stated goals of this
part were, for example, "providing broadband connections for all public authorities
by 2005" or "interactive public services which are accessible to everyone via broad-
band networks and multi-platform access (telephone, television, PC, etc.) by the end
of 2004" (European Commission, 2002).
After these plans, where eGovernment played only a minor role, the ’i2010 - A Euro-
pean Information Society for growth and employment’ strategy was implemented.
It built upon ’eEurope 2005’ and was part of the major ’Lisbon-Strategy’ of the Eu-
ropean Union. While focusing on the connection of the telecommunications and
internet service provider industry with the media industry, it also consisted of plans
for eGovernment.
3.1.3 i2010 eGovernment Action Plan
Part of the i2010 was the ’i2010 eGovernment Action Plan’ which acted as a roadmap
for initiatives in the further development of eGovernment procedures in Europe.
It focused on setting "clear expectations for widespread, measurable benefits from
eGovernment in 2010" (European Commission, 2006) as well as the fighting of the
digital divide. Besides, goals for interoperability and eService pilot phases were
stated as well.
3.1.4 eGovernment Action Plan 2011-2015
In November 2009, the ministers responsible for eGovernment policy of the Euro-
pean Union member states, the then candidate countries and the European Free
Trade Area (EFTA) countries asked the European Commission to propose a new
eGovernment action plan for the time frame 2011-2015. In their ’Malmö Declara-
tion’, they also asked the Commission to propose procedures for the governance of
the new action plan (European Commission, 2009).
The European Commission then published the final ’eGovernment Action Plan 2011-
2015’ in December 2010 (European Commission, 2010). It comprised four major po-
litical priorities, namely the empowerment of citizens and businesses in using pro-
vided services, the reinforcement of mobility of data in the European single market,
the pursuit of efficiency and effectiveness for its actions and the creation of necessary
technological key enablers and pre-conditions to "make things happen". Addition-
ally, the involvement of stakeholders in public policy processes regarding eGovern-
ment should have been strengthened. These objectives were strictly in line with the
’Malmö Declaration’.
This action plan was then integrated in the ’Europe 2020’ strategy, which was the
successor of the ’Lisbon-Strategy’. This strategy consisted of seven major flagship
initiatives. The plan for eGovernment became part of one of these seven flagships
– ’The Digital Agenda for Europe – Driving European growth digitally’, which was
the successor of the i2010 strategy (European Commission, 2014a).
In 2016, after the evaluation of the action plan until then, the following eGovernment
action plan was proposed.
3.2. The eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020 13
3.2 The eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020
The new eGovernment action plan was intended to become an integral part of the
Digital Single Market (DSM) strategy, which was announced as part of the Digital
Agenda for Europe in May 2015 (European Commission, 2018a). The process leading
to the new action plan started in early 2015, too.
3.2.1 Creation Process
At the start of its creation process, in the second quarter of 2015, the European Com-
mission developed a timeline describing the different phases of the creation and
communication of the new action plan (Figure 3.1).
FIGURE 3.1: New eGovernment Action Plan: timeline (Novaretti,
2015)
It included the setting of the strategic framework. In comparison to the former pro-
cesses, the Commission announced the start of a public consultation regarding the
new eGovernment action plan and asked citizens and businesses within the EU to
participate (European Commission, 2015a). The intention was to identify further
initiatives needed to modernize public administrations, achieve cross-border inter-
operability and facilitate easy interaction with citizens. It ran from October 2015
until January 2016. Additionally, different workshops with EU representatives as
well as a multi-stakeholder forums should become part of the process.
After the development of the timeline, the official roadmap to the new action plan
was published by the Commission (European Commission, 2015b). This roadmap
contained of the most relevant sources of feedback regarding the former action plan
and laid out possible options for future proceedings in an option mapping approach.
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The first option reported was to refuse another eGovernment action plan even though
it was already mentioned in the DSM and simply rely on the measures stated in
the DSM strategy. Option number two was to generate an action plan that would
be based on current findings on eGovernment in the EU, but would be closed for
additions afterwards. The third option was identical to the former, just with the
possibility for adjustments and additions at a later stage.
Based on the insights of the different working stages and feedback layers, the third
option – the creation of a new action plan with the possibility for later adjustments
– became the path to be followed.
3.2.2 Relevant Feedback Sources
In the following process, the different feedback and consultation processes provided
the Commission with valuable insights on the expected and required strategic ap-
proaches and on the content of the new eGovernment Action Plan.
3.2.2.1 Mid-term Review
The first important input for designing the new plan was the mid-term review of the
former eGovernment Action Plan (European Commission, 2014b). It recommended
for the new action plan to move away from a five-year static approach to a more
dynamic, flexible and iterative action plan as well as to focus on a number of priority
areas such as open data, collaborative services, interoperability, the re-use of public
sector information and the once-only principle.
3.2.2.2 Public Consultation
Another crucial input source was the public consultation, that revealed valuable
insights. The consultation was launched on the 30th of October 2015 and ran until
the 22nd of January 2016. It covered the following topics related to the development
of eGovernment services in the EU (European Commission, 2016d):
• Lessons learned for the current Action Plan
• Factors hampering the use of public services
• Improving eGovernment services
• Mobility and cross-border public services in the EU
• Modernizing eGovernment services in the EU
• The role of the European Commission
• Citizen involvement
• Policy principles
All in all 365 participations were counted. Additionally, twelve position papers were
handed in by government representatives and organizations. The most important
outcomes can be summarized as follows: Most of the citizens agreed that giving
users borderless access to public services online is important. Partially, because
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most of the participants had to get in contact with public institutions in another
EU country at least once. They also considered that online access to public services
should be inclusive and accessible. Furthermore, the respondents thought that an
eGovernment approach should reach to all levels of government (regional, national,
EU-level). Citizens and businesses stated that having to submit the same data more
than once represents an obstacle to their further use of online public services, and,
therefore, support the application of the ’once only’ principle. More than 80 % of
the respondents voted for the following principles to be applied to eGovernment
policies and services in the EU:
• privacy by default
• digital by default
• cross-border by default
• open by default
• online end-to-end services
• inclusive by default
• transparency
3.2.2.3 Workshops and Conferences
Prior and during the public consultation, five workshops, respectively conferences,
with external stakeholders were held as part of the creation process of the ’eGovern-
ment Action Plan 2016-2020’.
The first meeting took place as part of the Digital Assembly in Riga in 2015. The out-
comes focused on initial digital rights with the ’once only principle’, ’user friendly /
intuitive public services’ and ’digital literacy’ as the three most important rights and
principles to follow (European Commission, 2016d).
At the second, third and fourth workshop, held in Brussels in July, November and
December 2015, the overall policy framework, the design of the public consultation
as well as the concomitant online platform for the new action plan were discussed
and planned (European Commission, 2016d).
In December 2015 Luxembourg organized, as part of their presidency, the ’Luxem-
bourg eGovernment Conference’. After stating that significant progress was made
in the field of eGovernment since the Malmö Declaration (European Commission,
2009), it was concluded that a new coherent EU eGovernment Action Plan should
engage citizens and businesses in the design of public services and policy-making.
Additionally, it was defined as central that the coordination between the different
member states remains crucial, while the new plan must consider all stakeholders
involved in eGovernment processes. Still, it needs to focus on the end users and
their needs (European Commission, 2016d).
3.2.2.4 Benchmark Survey
The European Commission instructs a benchmark study on the developments of
eGovernment processes in the EU member states on an annual basis. These studies
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allow comprehensive comparisons between member states and document the speed
and extent of developments on a national level. The most recent benchmark study
is examined in detail in Section 7.1.
Naturally, these studies were an important source of information in the creation of
the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’ since they show the actual obstacles and
advancements of eGovernment in the single states.
3.2.3 Finalization and Publication
The European Commission considered the input provided by the different feedback
and input initiatives along with internal input and responses from member states to
identify the relevant measures for the next ’e-Government Action Plan 2016 - 2020’.
On April, 19th 2016 the new action plan was, next to other initiatives, officially com-
municated by the European Commission to the European Parliament, the Council,
the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions.
In the concomitant press release, Andrus Ansip, Vice-President for the Digital Sin-
gle Market, said:"As companies aim to scale up across the Single Market, public
e-services should also meet today’s needs: be digital, open and cross-border by de-
sign. The EU is the right scale for the digital times" (European Commission, 2016c,
p. 1).
3.2.4 Content
The action plan consists of four chapters – ’Introduction’, ’Vision and Underlying
Principles’, ’Policy Priorities’ and ’Delivering the Action Plan’. In general, it covers
three strategic approaches, firstly, the digitalization of public administrations, sec-
ondly, the connection of member states administrations and thirdly, the engagement
of stakeholders, citizens and businesses (see Figure 3.2).
3.2.4.1 Introduction
The introduction positions the action plan as a part of the Digital Single Market Strat-
egy (DSM), which should remove existing digital barriers in the European Union
and prevent further fragmentation (European Commission, 2018a). It then eluci-
dates the relevance and importance of eGovernment as a whole. It is stated, that
citizens and businesses are interacting more and more via online services and expect
to be able to interact similarly with their administration. Yet, public administration
must be delivered to all, not exclusively via online public service.
Further advantages of digital public services are mentioned. It is said that these pro-
cesses support administrative procedures, improve their quality and increase the
efficiency. In addition, it is stated that interactions between citizens and public insti-
tutions are becoming faster, more efficient, more convenient and more transparent
through digitization. Also, digital communication would make public services less
costly (European Commission, 2016b).
The aim of the plan is to support the coordination and collaboration between mem-
ber states and the Commission and to act as a catalyst for the single nations, while
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FIGURE 3.2: eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020 (European Com-
mission)
leaving the responsibility for the detailed strategies at the national level (European
Commission, 2016b).
The Commission also sums up that the previous European eGovernment initiatives
improved the coherence of national strategies as well as the exchange of practices
between member states. Moreover, advancements in the interoperability of public
systems, even across states, can be observed. But the Commission also clarifies that
"citizens and businesses are not yet getting the full benefit from digital services that
should be available seamlessly across the EU" (European Commission, 2016b, p. 2).
3.2.4.2 Vision
To achieve this full benefit of digital services, the Commission then formulates a cen-
tral vision: "By 2020, public administrations and public institutions in the European
Union should be open, efficient and inclusive, providing borderless, personalised,
user-friendly, end-to-end digital public services to all citizens and businesses in the
EU. Innovative approaches are used to design and deliver better services in line with
the needs and demands of citizens and businesses. Public administrations use the
opportunities offered by the new digital environment to facilitate their interactions
with stakeholders and with each other" (European Commission, 2016b, p. 3).
This vision should lead to the opening of data and services between public admin-
istrations within and across borders, increase the efficiency of public services and
help to meet the expectancy of greater transparency by citizens. In addition, pub-
lic administrations have the chance to become more trustworthy and accountable
by engaging with stakeholders. Furthermore the opening of public sector data and
services to third parties will make the EU a better place to invest and live while all
actions are protected with the legal framework for the protection of personal data
and for privacy (European Commission, 2016b).
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3.2.4.3 Principles
Since this vision needs to be put in practice by the member states, the action plan
defines seven tangible principles that should by all means be followed by every ini-
tiative launched on every legislative level (European Commission, 2016b):
• Digital by Default: The digital provision of public services should be the
default way of communication. Nevertheless, other channels must be made
available as well for those citizens who are not online. Also, public services
should be delivered through a single contact point or a ’one-stop-shop’ and
via different channels.
• Once-only Principle: Citizens and businesses should only be required to sub-
mit data once, regardless with which public administration they get in contact.
The administrations should take care of the data management with regard to
data protection laws.
• Inclusiveness and Accessibility: All digital public services should be designed
to be usable for all citizens of the European Union regardless of disabilities, age
or other characteristics.
• Openness and Transparency: Citizens and businesses should be able to mon-
itor the use of their data and correct their own data if needed. In addition,
public administrations should engage with stakeholders when designing and
delivering digital services.
• Cross-border by Default: If relevant across EU borders, public administra-
tions should make digital public services available to other member states.
Thereby, the fragmentation of data will be prevented and citizens free move-
ment within the EU will be supported.
• Interoperability by Default: It is vital that public services and data across
the member states and different institutions are interoperable. This supports
the DSM and the free movement of data and digital services in the European
Union.
• Trustworthiness and Security: All digital public services should follow the
privacy-by-design principle and, if possible, go beyond just compliance with
data protection, privacy and security regulations and laws.
These principles act as a guidance and policy directives for the member states. The
detailed design and implementation of services, though, lays completely in the re-
sponsibility of the different member states, respectively the single administrations.
3.2.4.4 Policy Actions
In addition to these underlying principles, the Commission laid out in detail what
they are planning to do on the European level to support the action plan and realize
their vision of the next step for eGovernment in the EU. They do so in three chapters:
• Modernise public administration with ICT, using key digital enablers
The main target in this policy field is to get every public administration within
the EU to provide their digital public services based on the same technical
standards and specifications. Therefore, the EC is advancing the necessary
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frameworks on different levels. One of the main measures is the ’European In-
teroperability Framework (EIF)’ (European Commission, 2017e). This frame-
work is setting the fundamental technical standards to secure an underlying
interoperability throughout the EU member states.
Furthermore, the full implementation of e-procurement, e-invoicing and
e-signatures by public administrations is set for 2019 in the eGovernment ac-
tion plan (European Commission, 2016b). That is that all European public ad-
ministrations should, for example, allow companies to bid online for contracts
or should accept e-invoices.
Other efforts affect the EU wide possibility to use electronic identification ser-
vices like eID, mobile ID and trust services like eSignature or website authen-
tication especially in online enabled services like finance or eCommerce.
In line with their initiatives, the European Commission itself revises and re-
designs their services to get in line with the principles postulated in the action
plan. They also examine the integration of the ’no legacy principle’, which de-
scribes the constant renewal of the internal IT systems (European Commission,
2016b).
Additionally, the EC opens up possible fields of further development that are
or will be of a high interest for the digitalization of public administrations, for
example the re-use of data and services between administrations, the usage
of big data and internet of things services or the expansion of the ’European
Cloud Initiative’ from the sciences to public administrations and, therefore, the
establishment of a shared cloud infrastructure to host eGovernment services.
• Enabling cross-border mobility with interoperable digital public services
This policy field focuses on the possibility for businesses to operate online
flawlessly across European borders. Therefore administrations need to "sim-
plify access to information under EU business and company laws and enable
businesses to easily start doing business, expand and operate in other Member
States through end-to-end public e-services" (European Commission, 2016b,
p. 7). Since information, contact points etc. for businesses are highly dis-
perse and hardly traceable, the EC starts to develop a Single Digital Gateway
to streamline information, contact points and problem solving mechanisms for
businesses within the EU.
In addition, the EC strengthens the ’European eJustice Portal’ to make it the go-
to contact and communication point for citizens with European and national
courts. Further developments in this area are represented in the ’European
e-Justice Action Plan 2014-2018’.
Other measures include, for example, the interconnection of the business reg-
isters of all member states as well as the interconnection of all insolvency regis-
ters across the EU (European Commission, 2016b). Also, for cross-border busi-
ness to consumer online sales of physical goods, the ’Single Electronic Mecha-
nism’ for registration and payment of VAT will be revised to lower the burdens
for businesses doing business across European borders.
Regarding the cross-border mobility of citizens the EC proposes the ’Electronic
Exchange of Social Security Information (EESSI)’, which gives administrations
the possibility to exchange relevant personal social security information.
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Moreover, the ’European Job Mobility Portal’ expands through the integra-
tion between Public Employment Services systems and the portal as well as
the exchange of CVs. Other initiatives in the eHealth area include the cross-
border exchange of e-prescriptions or the advancement of telemedicine (Euro-
pean Commission, 2016b).
• Facilitating digital interaction between administrations and citizens/
businesses for high-quality public services
Throughout the action plan the European Commission constantly mentions
this policy field. The involvement of businesses and citizens as well as re-
searchers in the processes of designing, developing and delivering digital pub-
lic services should improve the quality and performance. In addition, the
secure opening of data makes administrations more trustworthy and trans-
parent. To further support these open-data approaches, the EC establishes a
central platform for administrations to safely share their data (European Com-
mission, 2016b).
Especially interesting in this context is the re-use of spatial data for urban and
land-use, traffic planning and for scientific purposes. The work with these
data has the potential to stimulate new innovations. Because of that the EC
promotes the development of end-user applications to harvest data provided
through the use of spatial data. This could help in the EU policy making pro-
cess with regards to efficiency, environment issues or compliance issues (Euro-
pean Commission, 2016b).
Furthermore, the EC will assess the possibility of integrating the once-only
principle not only in each member state but on a EU wide scale.
3.2.4.5 Delivering the Action Plan
The concluding part of the action plan describes how the EC will set up the ’eGov-
ernment Action Plan Steering Board’, which consists of representatives of each EU
member state and will be in charge of governing the action plan.
Moreover, the Commission states that the plan includes policy measures that are set
to be realized by 2017 or 2018. Because of that and because of other developments it
might be necessary to adjust, extend or change the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-
2020’ even within its running time (European Commission, 2016b).
These adjusting processes will be presented in the next chapter.
3.2.5 Adjustments and Extensions
Based on the findings and experiences with the former initiatives and action plans
the 2016-2020 action plan is designed to be dynamic, flexible and iterative. This
approach allows for the EC or stakeholders to propose additions or changes to the
plan. One major part of the dynamic approach is the ’eGovernment4EU’ platform
(European Commission, 2018c). On this platform every citizen of the EU is allowed
to propose actions, describe problems with digital public administrations or simply
monitor the process of the implementation of the single policies.
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Next to the individual feedback and proposals there were two major comments or
adjustments of the plan since its presentation in 2016.
3.2.5.1 Digital Single Market – Mid-term Review
In May 2017, due to the second anniversary of the DSM strategy, the mid-term re-
view was published by the Commission (European Commission, 2017a). Based on
the findings of this review, the eGovernment action plan was adjusted and five key
measures were added to it (European Commission, 2018b).
• the IT platform for exchange of electronic evidence between judicial authorities
• the initiative on Electronic Official Control for food and plant products
• the Enforcement of EU agri-food legislation on internet sales and consumer
information
• the Digital Government for Citizens Charter
• the Urban Agenda for Europe
These five actions were integrated into the action plan and became part of the policy
actions chapter.
3.2.5.2 The Tallinn Declaration
During the Estonian presidency of the Council in the second half of 2017, the ’Tallinn
Digital Summit’ took place in September. There, all heads of state and government
discussed the digitalization of the EU. In its aftermath, several ministerial meetings
took place to finalize detailed discussions. One of these meetings was the ministerial
meeting on eGovernment on the 6th of October. The result of this meeting was the so
called ’Tallinn Declaration’ (European Commission, 2017d). In this declaration the
ministers in charge of eGovernment policy and coordination from 32 countries of the
European Union and the ’European Free Trade Area (EFTA)’ acknowledge their full
support of the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’ by at the same time demand-
ing processes with regards to eGovernment to further speed up. They state that
"more needs to be done and faster to ensure its implementation, including to spread
digitisation across all policy areas and to put the end-users – citizens, businesses,
public sector employees – truly at the center of services (user-centricity)" (European
Commission, 2017d, p. 2).
To ensure the full implementation of the action plan and to realize their overall vi-
sion "to strive to be open, efficient and inclusive, providing borderless, interopera-
ble, personalised, user-friendly, end-to-end digital public services to all citizens and
businesses – at all levels of public administration" (European Commission, 2017d, p.
3), the single member states commit to further actions that should be implemented in
the time frame of 2018-2022. These actions are in-line with the underlying principles
of the recent action plan.
For example, for the principles of digital-by-default, inclusiveness and accessibility
they want European citizens and businesses to interact with administrations in a
digital way whenever this is feasible and cost-effective. Also, the best possible user-
experience in their services should be ensured and the acceptance and use of digital
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public services that are already there should be strengthened. For the once-only
principle they commit to implementing it at least for the key public services as a
choice for citizens and businesses. For the principle of interoperability by default
national frameworks based on the EIF should be developed, while for the principle
of openness and transparency they want citizens and businesses to better be able
to manage the data they have given to public authorities (European Commission,
2017d).
Therefore the single national states commit with this declaration to tangible policy
actions on the national level based on the recent action plan. Furthermore, they are
asking the European Commission or other European institutions for every principle
to adjust or speed up certain processes on the European level. For the once-only
principle, for example, they are calling upon the Commission "to step up the work
to define the organisational and technical steps necessary for applying the once only
principle to key cross-border digital public services in support of the Single Market,
building on the results from pilot projects and programmes" (European Commis-
sion, 2017d, p. 5). In summary they are asking the EC to take note of this declaration
in case of changes to the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’.
The progress of the commitments in the Tallinn Declaration will be annually re-
ported by the ’eGovernment Action Plan Steering Board’.
3.2.6 Support and Criticism
After the publication of the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’ in April 2016 there
was barely any coverage in the media commenting on its release. Nevertheless, some
reactions followed.
As part of the DSM strategy every EU member state appointed a so called ’Digital
Champion’. These champions function as ambassadors for the DSM and should help
every European to embrace the chances of digitalization. They are not politicians but
professionals from the digital forefront. The first German champion, for example,
was Gesche Joost until she stepped back in summer 2018.
In September 2016, these champions published a joint statement on eGovernment
and strongly supported the action plan while stating that it can only be a first step.
Furthermore they underlined the openness of the new plan and asked the member
states to aspire:
• "To the innovative, efficient and inclusive digital European Union.
• To borderless, personalised and user-friendly electronic public services to all
citizens and businesses in the European Union.
• To attractive business environment in the European Union" (European Com-
mission, 2016a).
These aspirations are explained in detail with the focus on the intensive communica-
tion with citizens. They should, according to the champions, feel that their lives are
becoming easier through digital public services. Therefore, user experience should
be a major focal point for new services. Also, the champions call on the member
states to actively participate in the ’eGovernment Action Plan Steering Board’ since
this could become the central catalyst of innovative processes. Based on that they
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"emphasize the need to ensure common vision and goals among the national ac-
tion plans on eGovernment in Member States and ongoing initiatives at EU level"
(European Commission, 2016a).
In general, the ’Digital Champions’ strongly support the new action plan as long as
it acts as a starting point and its various opportunities are used and it is truly applied
in the member states.
Other comments on the new plan could be found in thematically fitting blogs. In
the ’Open Forum Europe’ blog the plan is described as "a realistic but ambitious
vision" (De Vriendt, 2016). Nevertheless the principle of openness and transparency
is criticized because the terms are, according to De Vriendt, becoming more and
more synonyms. He says: "While the concept of opening up government data is
well known today, the concept of opening up government services is not. Having
participated in some workshops that the Commission organized last year on open
eGovernment, I am not sure if the Commission has a clear view on this" (De Vriendt,
2016).
In general, De Vriendt rates the action plan as a good overview of what is happening
with some interesting new ideas, especially in the engagement field. On the other
hand, though, he states, that particularly the key enablers are part of the eGovern-
ment plans for years and no real progress could be observed.
Both comments, respectively critics, of the plan emphasize the need of a sophisti-
cated application of the action plan on the member state level. How this is done in
three EU member states (Germany, the United Kingdom and Estonia) is examined





As detected in the previous chapter, the successful realization of the European ’eGov-
ernment Action Plan 2016-2020’ strongly depends on its application in the member
states of the European Union. This means, on the one hand, the transition of the
plan into national, superordinate strategy plans and visions, on the other hand, the
tangible realization of measures and digital public services within public adminis-
trations.
To examine how different member states of the European Union applied the action
plan and to look into the extent of the implementation, three member states are se-
lected: Germany, the United Kingdom and Estonia. The selection of these three
countries is based on different factors. Firstly, it was necessary that the national
strategies were available in either English or German language. Secondly, the re-
sults of the three states in the quantitative studies (Chapter 7) should differ. Thirdly,
the governance systems in each of these countries as well as their population should
be distinguishable.
This chapter covers a look into the different national eGovernment strategies to-
gether with an examination of the emergences.
4.1 National Strategies
To be able to compare the national eGovernment strategies with the ’eGovernment
Action Plan 2016-2020’ of the EC as well as among themselves, it is necessary to
have a closer look at the most recent version of the respective plans and strategies.
Therefore, an introduction to these plans and a short historical and political look
back are given for each state.
4.1.1 Germany
Germany, as the country with the largest population in the EU and the strongest
economy, plays a major role in leading the EU and its policies. It is also a partic-
ular case since the 16 states are responsible for the organization of administration.
Nevertheless, the federal state and the state governments are legally able to work
alongside on the basis of Article 91c of the German constitution in the field of eGov-
ernment (Commission of Experts for Research and Innovation, 2016).
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Despite this constitutional particularity the need to bring together the interests of the
federal state and the counties acts as an obstacle for the frictionless establishment
and implementation of eGovernment strategies.
4.1.1.1 Derivation
Before 2010, the efforts in the eGovernment in Germany were mainly uncoordinated
and dispersed on the regional and national level. Due to this, the national govern-
ment published the ’National eGovernment Strategy’ in 2010. Part of this was the
foundation of the ’IT Planning Council’ which brought together officials from the
federal state and the states to control and coordinate the cooperation in the field
of information technology. Next to the coordinative function, the planning coun-
cil had only very limited resources and political power (Commission of Experts for
Research and Innovation, 2016).
The general goal of the strategy was to make Germany’s eGovernment the interna-
tional standard for effective and efficient administration by 2015. Thereby, Germany
wanted to meet their role of the impeller within the European Union in the field of
eGovernment.
In 2013, the federal minister of the interior and the federal government commis-
sioner for IT expanded the eGovernment strategy with the eGovernment act (Bun-
desministerium des Innern, 2013). The principal aim of the eGovernment act was
to provide more administrative services that are independent of time and location.
Furthermore, it was intended for federal, state and local authorities to offer more
simplified, user-friendly and efficient electronic administrative services. Other top-
ics regulated through the act included for example simplified administrative pro-
cedures for electronic evidence and electronic payment or rules on the supply of
machine-readable data by the administration (Bundesministerium des Innern, 2013).
The newly elected grand coalition then laid out their vision and plans for eGov-
ernment in Germany until 2020 through the action plan ’Digitale Verwaltung 2020’
in 2014 (Bundesministerium des Innern, 2014). In this plan, it was constituted that
uncoordinated efforts and inefficient investments of the past should be prevented
by creating the legal, organizational and technical requirements for strong eGovern-
ment in Germany. Measures of this action plan included amongst other things:
• a central information and knowledge sharing tool for public administrations
• the integration of relevant stakeholders like research institutions, private busi-
nesses and IT experts
• the accessibility of all systems
• the assurance of interoperability through standardization in the responsibility
of a federal editorial office
• audit of every legislative regulations that require citizens and businesses to
appear in person at public administrations
• implementation of the open data charta that was developed by the G8
The core objective though was the enforcement of the first steps in the direction of of-
fering every public service on every constitutional level digitally. Since most of these
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contacts are taking place on the regional level, the inclusion of regional administra-
tions was stated as crucial for a successful establishment of eGovernment systems.
To test the best way of integrating local authorities, a pilot project with three local
communities (city of Gütersloh, city of Düren, district Cochem-Zell) started in 2014
(Bundesministerium des Innern, 2014).
In 2015, the ’National eGovernment Strategy’ was revised and afterwards updated
(IT Planungsrat, 2015). It was considered important to interest a larger group of peo-
ple in eGovernment in Germany. Furthermore, the objectives were updated based
on the revision and it was stated that the strategy should be regulated on a more
regular basis "to ensure that it remains innovative even in a changing social environ-
ment and under new technological framework conditions" (IT Planungsrat, 2015).
In general, it can be said that various strategy papers, international declarations and
legislative initiatives influenced Germany’s eGovernment in the past, while its fed-
eral structures are the biggest obstacle to the development and expansion of eGov-
ernment (Commission of Experts for Research and Innovation, 2016).
4.1.1.2 Current Status
Recent studies show that Germany’s plan to become an international frontrunner for
eGovernment solutions has not been met: "On the contrary, by international com-
parison Germany’s eGovernment is underdeveloped and by that wasting important
public and private innovation and value-creation potential" (Commission of Experts
for Research and Innovation, 2016).
Especially the development of digital public services for citizens in Germany is lag-
ging behind, while the digitalization of business services has gone more far. The
study by the ’Commission of Experts for Research and Innovation’, which was in-
structed by the federal government, states that "E-government services for citizens
in Germany are fragmentary and largely not fully digitized. This is aggravated by
the fact that the existing services are not user-friendly. In addition to full digital-
ization, an e-government service needs to broadly publicise the online services that
are available. In order to be user- friendly, it also needs to be clearly structured,
easy to operate and transparent. Ideally, the electronic information and services are
bundled and offered in one place: in a ‘one-stop shop’" (Commission of Experts for
Research and Innovation, 2016). Until now, citizens have to gather information on
the individual websites of public administrations.
The report further sums up, that the expansion of eGovernment in Germany is lack-
ing legally binding regulations so that the recent status is a confusing and techni-
cally heterogeneous ragbag of services. Solely the tax declaration service ’ELSTER’
and the cargo traffic management system ’VEMAGS’ are centrally controlled ser-
vices that are frequently used. In particular, digital services on the regional level are
mostly "island solutions" lacking interoperability and transparency (Commission of
Experts for Research and Innovation, 2016). A comparable situation is analyzed in
the fields of open data and transparency of personal data usage by the government.
To work against these shortcomings, the planning council created a joint working
group consisting of members of the federal government and representatives of the
counties to improve federal IT cooperation. This working group is called ’Federal
IT Cooperation’ (FITKO). It analyzed the current situation especially with regards
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to the organizational obstacles. While recommending a stronger role of the ’IT Plan-
ning Council’ it also states that a new independent organization by the federal gov-
ernment as well as the county governments should "support the IT Planning Council
in exercising its coordination and control function" (Commission of Experts for Re-
search and Innovation, 2016, p. 9).
Because of this situation, the federal government adopted a crucial new legislation
in 2017 that is carried out until today. This new ’Onlinezugangsgesetz’ (roughly:
Online Access Act) changed the German constitution in a way that the federal gov-
ernment gained much more regulative power in the field of technical standardiza-
tion and eGovernment (Bundesministerium des Innern, 2017). Based on that, it was
set that Germany will start to build a ’one-stop-shop’ online portal where all public
administration services will be centralized. This portal shall be finished by 2022 and
give citizens and businesses the possibility to access all services via one account.
Furthermore, the federal government can now determine technical standards and
security measures to ensure interoperability and maximum security (Bundesminis-
teriums der Justiz und für Verbraucherschutz, 2017).
This development led to a strengthening of the ’IT Planning Council’ as well. Since
the council is the acting body of the federal government, it already set standards
for the development of digital public services in cooperation with county experts
and officials. The ’XFall’-standard for example ensures the interoperability of data
between different public administrations in Germany and is therefore key for the
implementation of the ’once-only’ principle (Klein, 2017).
In summary, the recent developments in Germany are drawn with a new dynamic
resulting of the new competencies that the central, federal government gained. Due
to these powers the counties and the single public administrations are under much
more pressure to design, develop and deliver digital public services that are meeting
the required standards.
4.1.2 The United Kingdom
The United Kingdom is a rather interesting case since it is in the process of leaving
the European Union. Nevertheless the country will remain a member until at least
2020, so that the action plan is applicable. Furthermore, their previous efforts in the
field of eGovernment are based on EU policies, too.
4.1.2.1 Derivation
Following rather cluttered efforts beforehand, the structured digitalization of the UK
government kick-started in 2010 with the ’Digital by Default’ strategy proposed by
a report produced for the Cabinet Office in 2010 called ’Directgov 2010 and beyond:
revolution not evolution’ (Gov.uk, 2010). Shortly after, in April 2011, the ’Govern-
ment Digital Service’ unit in the UK cabinets office was founded.
This unit then developed the 2012 ’Government Digital Strategy’, "which demon-
strated the potential of public service transformation by rebuilding some of the most
high volume services to make them ‘digital by default’" (Gov.uk, 2017, p. 5).
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Also in 2012, the renowned GOV.UK was launched with the vision of becoming the
one-stop-shop and single domain for every UK citizen to get in contact with the gov-
ernment. Until 2015 it had replaced the majority of department and agency websites.
The single departments developed digital services across several policy fields. For
example ’GOV.UK Verify’ became a secure way of identifying oneself online. Fur-
thermore, the UK government claims that they are actively sharing code, patterns,
platforms and components as well as best practices for approaching technological
and service design problems across government institutions (Gov.uk, 2017).
Moreover, the digital transformation impacted the human resources policies of the
UK government. It recruited a large number of digital specialists and improved the
training available to public servants like the ’Department for Work and Pensions
Digital Academy’ for instance.
In general the digitalization of the UK government is moving forward rather quickly,
especially in the bigger operational departments. Nevertheless, "there are still a sig-
nificant number of smaller agencies and other public bodies which either do not
have citizen-facing online transactions or are too small (either in terms of organisa-
tional size or in transaction volume) to have been able to invest heavily in digital
tools and techniques" (Gov.uk, 2017, p. 22). This shows that the transformation is
still in progress. This is addressed in the most recent action plan.
4.1.2.2 Current Status
The current strategy of the UK regarding eGovernment is the ’Government Transfor-
mation Strategy’ that sets out how the government will use digital developments to
transform the relationship between the citizen and the state (Gov.uk, 2017). It builds
on the idea that the UK can do much more to deliver online services, so people pre-
fer to use them, which was the ambition of the previous 2012 ’Government Digital
Strategy’.
The scope of this strategy is set to cover the full transformation of government de-
partments to improve the service to citizens across all channels. Also departments
should change their internal procedures to enable better collaboration and improve
the ability to deliver digital services.
The laid out vision is to "transform the relationship between citizens and the state
- putting more power in the hands of citizens and being more responsive to their
needs" (Gov.uk, 2017). Thereby public services should become truly focused on the
citizens needs, become more efficient and improve continuously based on data and
evidence. With that and the digitalization of the government itself, it should be
achieved that the running cabinet can make impacts as fast as possible as well as
at lower cost and shorter time frames. Citizens and businesses should have a co-
herent experience when they get in contact with the government, which means that
the services must be of a comparable experience than those provided by leading pri-
vate services. Part of this transformation should always be the guarantee of secure
systems that are protected against possible attacks and meet data security standards
to manifest the trust of citizens and businesses in the government as well (Gov.uk,
2017).
For this process the UK government states five objectives that should be achieved by
2020:
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• change all parts of government services as well as the government internally
to deliver world-class digital public services
• establish an open and iterative culture among all parts of government staff
• transform the IT infrastructure and the processes within government institu-
tions to keep up with recent developments and enable a high-class working
environment
• use data for transparency but also for transformation processes
• establish and use open standards and patterns to make the best possible use of
solutions and developed services
The strategy then proceeds with different measures for different policy fields. These
are ’Business transformation’, ’Grow the right people, skills and culture’, ’Build bet-
ter tools, processes and governance for civil servants’, ’Make better use of data’ and
’Create shared platforms, components and reusable business capabilities’. It defines
the actions that should be realized until 2020 and even includes fixed numbers. For
example, the ’GOV.UK Verify’-platform should have 25 million users by then. An-
other example of a targeted action is the implementation of effective agile services
within all parts of the UK government and especially where services span depart-
mental boundaries (Gov.uk, 2017).
All in all, the ’Government Transformation Strategy’ is an up-to-date governmental
strategy that displays the United Kingdom as a frontrunner in eGovernment ser-
vices. It lays out objectives and names clear measures and actions that should take
place until 2020. Remarkably, there is no mention of the action plan of the European
Commission or other European initiatives (EIF, etc.), which can be explained by the
’Brexit’ procedures.
4.1.3 Estonia
The Baltic country of Estonia inhabits 1.3 million people and regained independence
from the Soviet Union in 1991. It is a parliamentary representative democratic repub-
lic, where the Prime Minister is the head of the government and joined the European
Union in 2004 (Vassil, 2015).
Since the turn of the millennium, Estonia gained recognition for being a start-up hub
and friendly environment for foreign businesses. "Its biggest innovation, however,
lies in e-government" (The Economist, 2017).
4.1.3.1 Derivation
The process of becoming one of the leading eGovernment countries in the world
began in 1997, when the government began looking into new forms of digital doc-
uments as a supplement and started its eGovernment efforts. What followed was a
coordinated governmental effort to transform the country from a state into a digital
society.
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At the start of the 2000s, Estonia was a country with a very broad digital divide. A
joint initiative of the government and private sector partners (banks and telecommu-
nication companies) radically promoted ICT knowledge and the necessary infras-
tructure (Vassil, 2015). In 2000, the implementation of eTaxing took place followed
by the start of an open source environment, called X-Road, that allows the nation’s
various e-service databases, both in the public and private sector, to link up and
operate in harmony. This environment is running as a distributed, decentralized
system that allows 24/7 access (Enterprise Estonia, 2018).
It was also the partnership between the government and the private sector that
pushed the introduction of the digital ID in 2002. This electronic ID-card (see figure
4.1) functions as the identification document of Estonian people in Estonia itself but
also in every other EU member state. But most importantly the IDs can be used to
securely identify yourself online. Together with a smart card reader and an internet
connection every Estonian can identify her- or himself and also digitally sign doc-
uments. These two functions are secured by separate individual PIN-codes (Vassil,
2015).
FIGURE 4.1: Estonian electronic ID-card (Vassil, 2015)
Soon after the introduction of the digital ID, it became obvious that the card did
not attract as many users as the government had hoped for. The reason for that
hesitation was identified to be the lack of appropriate applications and incentives
for the use of the ID-card. The application that changed all that was one that is still
in use – the Estonian i-voting system (Heller, 2017).
Before the introduction of this system only around 5.000 people had used their dig-
ital ID-card. At the first election where i-voting was possible in 2005 already more
than 9.000 Estonians casted an i-vote (Heller, 2017). Since then the number of ap-
plications, even from the private sector, rises steadily. Simultaneously, the numbers
of digital authentications and digital signatures are in a progress of constant growth
(see figure 4.2).
32 Chapter 4. Case Studies
FIGURE 4.2: Growth of digital authentications and signatures over
time (from August 2003 until March 2014) (Vassil, 2015)
After the start of the i-voting system applications for public safety (eg e-Police) and
e-health followed. Starting in 2008, the Estonian government tested the blockchain
technology to secure their decentralized data system. Since 2012 it is in operational
use and functions as the major security feature to prevent cyber crime attacks (En-
terprise Estonia, 2018).
In 2013, the Estonian government published their ’Digital Agenda 2020 for Esto-
nia’ (Ministry of Economic Affairs and Communication, 2013). This strategy sets
out the following vision: "Estonia will have a well-functioning environment for the
widespread use and development of smart ICT solutions. This will have resulted in
increased competitiveness of our economy, well-being of people and the efficiency
of public administration" (Ministry of Economic Affairs and Communication, 2013,
p. 17). It also delivers a set of general and specified objectives and measures that
should be achieved respectively applied by 2020.
The latest major addition to the eGovernment system in Estonia was the introduction
of the digital residency program in 2014. This e-residency allows logged-in foreign-
ers to partake of some Estonian services, such as banking, as if they were living in
the country (Heller, 2017). It is therefore a transnational digital identity, that can
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provide anyone anywhere with the right to access Estonian public services, start a
business in the EU and so forth (Enterprise Estonia, 2018).
Due to all these steps the term ’e-Estonia’ has appeared as one of the most popular
terms to capture Estonia’s achievements in the fields of public administration, digital
technology and eGovernment in the last two decades (Mäe, 2017).
4.1.3.2 Current Status
With the current strategy ’Digital Agenda 2020 for Estonia’ (Ministry of Economic
Affairs and Communication, 2013) the policy guidelines until 2020 in Estonia are
set. Due to the developments and achievements of the last two decades, Estonia has
established itself "at the forefront of states that are aiming to modernize their public
sector and provide transparent governance" (Vassil, 2015, p. 3).
Residents can process close to every interaction with the government online. This
includes public services like digital identification, digital signatures, electronic tax
filing, online medical prescriptions or internet voting. All can be dealt with within
minutes on one single platform. On this ’eesti.ee’ platform the once only policy,
which states that no piece of information has to be entered twice, is applied to the
fullest (Heller, 2017). Additionally the citizens are in full control of their data. They
can always comprehend which public institution has used their data for which pur-
pose.
The system architecture behind this platform, X-Road, that holds all data decentrally,
is now being implemented by the neighbouring country Finland as well. This results
in the possibility for residents of these two countries to use their official data in
both countries likewise (Heller, 2017). The connection between Estonia and Finland
with regards to the sharing of data is therefore the closest between two independent
countries worldwide.
The e-residency program permits citizens of another country to become residents
of Estonia without ever visiting the place and puts Estonia in the pole position to
attract virtual talent and connect it to the country. Until now, around twenty-eight
thousand people have applied for e-residency; the aim for 2025 is to have ten million
e-residents registered (The Economist, 2017). But not only foreigners are connecting
themselves to Estonia. Also, the native citizens, especially from the start-up scene,
strive to work for the state.
In the second half of 2017, Estonia hold the presidency of the European Council. Its
major topic was the digitalization, particularly with regards to eGovernment. San-
dra Roosna, a member of Estonia’s E-Governance Academy, said: “I think we need
to give the European Union two years to do cross-border transactions and to recog-
nize each other digitally" (Heller, 2017). This shows that Estonia tries to get the other
EU member states to keep on track with their strategies and measures. Furthermore
they want to "expand the EU’s familiar four freedoms — the unhindered movement






After analyzing, on the one hand, the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’ of the
European Union and, on the other hand, the eGovernment strategies of Germany,
the United Kingdom and Estonia, the next step for answering the research question
is to compare the different strategies. To do so, a comparative method approach is
used, which will be explained in the first part of this chapter. Afterwards, the ana-
lytical comparison will start with the factorization of the European action plan. By
comparing the national strategies with these derived factors the degree of conso-
nance of the member state strategies with the action plan will be determined. The
results of these comparisons will be summarized in the final part of this chapter.
5.1 Method
The method used for the comparison of the different political strategies is based
on the works of John Stuart Mill. The so called ’Comparative Method’ is next to
the experimental method, the statistical method and the case study approach, one
of the four fundamental scientific methods used to test the validity of theoretical
propositions. It can be used to detect relationships between concepts where all or
most other variables are constant (Lijphart, 1971). It is particularly suitable when
there is only a small number of cases to compare and no experimental approach
possible.
The basic assumption of Mill was: "If an instance in which the phenomenon under
investigation occurs, and an instance in which it does not occur, have every circum-
stance save one in common, that one occurring only in the former; the circumstance
in which alone the two instances differ, is the effect, or cause, or a necessary part of
the cause, of the phenomenon" (Mill, 1843, p. 454).
The strategy or design used in this thesis is the ’Most Similar Systems Design’ (MSSD).
This comparative strategy aims to compare very similar cases that only differ in de-
pendent variables. In a basic sense, MSSD starts out with similar variables between
subjects and tries to figure out why the outcome is different between the subjects
(Collier, 1993).
Generally speaking, there are two methods of applying this research design. The
first is a stricter application and the second is a looser application. While the former
implies that various cases are compared that have a number of similar control vari-
ables and would only differ from each other by one single independent variable. The
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looser application uses the same concept, but the chosen cases have rather similar
characteristics that are not strictly matched to a set of control variables (Ragin, 1987).
In this study, the looser application of the MSSD is used. All three political eGov-
ernment strategies of Germany, the UK and Estonia are based on the EU action plan.
Therefore, they have similar characteristics while the varying variables are to be fig-
ured out to explain different applications and acceptances of eGovernment services
in the three countries.
5.1.1 Strength and Weaknesses
The general challenge of the comparative method is that there are only a small num-
ber of cases but a large number of variables. That is why the experimental or statisti-
cal method should always be preferred, if possible (Lijphart, 1971). Due to the scope
of this thesis and the limited amount of resources, the weaker comparative method
is chosen for this study. Nevertheless, comparative research often acts as a starting
point for research approaches that proved to be very fruitful for specifying and test-
ing scientific hypotheses that can be tested with statistical and experimental studies
for larger numbers of cases (Lijphart, 1971). Since this is the aim of this thesis, the
MSSD proves to be the method of choice.
5.2 Comparison
The basis of the comparative approach used in this thesis is the analysis of, on the
one hand, the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’ in Section 3.2 and, on the other
hand, the analysis of the three case countries in Chapter 4. To be able to compare the
different strategies, it is necessary to first factorize the key contents and principles
of the EU action plan. This will be done using a detailed point system, where every
principle is analyzed in several dimensions. After that the principles as well as the
dimensions will be weighted due to their different levels of importance stated by the
EC.
Second, this factorization will then be applied to the different national strategies
resulting in a score for each content or principle. These scores will, after that, be
summarized and thereby constitute an overall rating for each country. This rating
will describe the degree to which extent the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’ is
applied into the national eGovernment strategies by Germany, the United Kingdom
(UK) and Estonia.
5.2.1 Factorization of the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’
The key contents of the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’ are the seven princi-
ples that, by all means, should be followed by every initiative that is launched on
every legislative level. These principles are supported by the initiatives and poli-
cies of the EC and include every important aspect of eGovernment development.
Therefore, these principles will guide as the reference point to compare the national
strategies with the European plan. As described in Section 3.2, the seven principles
are:
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• Digital by Default
• Once-only Principle
• Inclusiveness and Accessibility
• Openness and Transparency
• Cross-border by Default
• Interoperability by Default
• Trustworthiness and Security
They act as a guidance and policy directive for the member states. To analyze how
far these principles are integrated into the national strategies of Germany, the UK
and Estonia, they are examined in six dimensions:
• Reference: Are the single principles mentioned in the national strategies?
• Scheduling: Are detailed time frames for the implementation of the single
principles defined?
• Achievements: Do certain measures lead to the realization of the single prin-
ciples already completed?
• Planning: Are tangible measures planned to achieve the implementation of
the single principles?
• Vision: Are further plans laid out, that even excel the seven principles?
• Evaluation: Are evaluation measures planned to analyze the success of the
implementation of the seven single principles?
Each of these six dimensions is applied to every single principle of the EU action
plan. Thereby, the extent of implementation in the national strategies can be defined.
To quantify this degree, the existence of the dimensions for each single principle will
result in a defined point score. The dimensions itself are weighted into three differ-
ent categories. Since the ’Achievement’ of the successful implementation of a princi-
ple is the most desirable state, this dimension is valued as category one. The second
best possible state is the ’Reference’, ’Scheduling’ and ’Planning’ of the implemen-
tation of the principles. Therefore, they are valued as category two dimensions. The
dimensions ’Vision’ and ’Evaluation’ are important as well but chronologically in-
dicate the last steps in the implementation of the principles into national policies.
Therefore, they are valued as category three dimensions.









TABLE 5.1: Factorization of the seven principles
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This means that the three national strategies can receive a total score of eleven points
for every one of the seven principles established by the European Commission.
Therefore the maximum total score for the implementation of the ’eGovernment Ac-
tion Plan 2016-2020’ is 77, meaning an implementation rate of 100 %.
Using this model, the national policy plans will be analyzed. This will then lead to
a sophisticated comparison regarding the implementation of the EU principles into
national policies.
5.2.2 Germany
As derived in Subsection 4.1.1, the current approaches by the German authorities
with regards to eGovernment are based on different strategies. Therefore, all of these
will be taken into account for the following analysis.
Principle 1: Digital by Default
Alongside the new ’Onlinezugangsgesetz’ the development of a ’one-stop-shop’ por-
tal until 2022 has recently started. On this portal, German citizens and businesses
will be able to access every benefit or service regardless of place or time. Further-
more they will be able to apply for all benefits online (Bundesministerium des In-
nern, 2017). Therefore, the groundwork of the ’Digital by Default’ principle is laid
out and the dimensions ’Reference’, ’Scheduling’ and ’Planning’ are given. Never-
theless, the guideline until the end of 2017 was, as stated in the ’Digitale Verwaltung
2020’ strategy, that services should only be made accessible online where it seems
reasonable (Bundesministerium des Innern, 2014). This led to the patchwork of digi-
tal public services in Germany and kept the usage of the already digitalized services
comparably low (Commission of Experts for Research and Innovation, 2016). The
dimension ’Achievement’ is accordingly not met.
Since the realization of the combined portal just started and marks the most recent
development in German eGovernment, this process already acts as a vision. That
is why no further visions, that excel the principle, are laid out. The ’Vision’ dimen-
sion is therefore not met. Also, due to the recency of the new plans, no evaluation









TABLE 5.2: Principle 1: Digital by Default – Germany
Principle 2: Once-only Principle
The same argumentation applies to the next principle. Until now, citizens and busi-
nesses have to submit their data every time they get in contact with another public
institution. This problem would be solved by the new portal, where, as stated above,
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TABLE 5.3: Principle 2: Once-only Principle – Germany
Principle 3: Inclusiveness and Accessibility
The principle of inclusiveness and accessibility is one of the main targets proposed
in the ’Digitale Verwaltung 2020’ strategy. It is stated as the number one vertex and
concretized by measures and responsibilities (Bundesministerium des Innern, 2014).
In fact, most of the existing digital public services fulfill the requirements for being
accessible (Commission of Experts for Research and Innovation, 2016). Therefore,
the dimensions of ’Achievement’, ’Reference’, ’Scheduling’ and ’Planning’ can all be
seen as met. Also, the dimension of ’Vision’ is met because it is stated in the strategy
that inclusiveness and accessibility are not only to be assured due to the usability
for everyone in society but also to make it easier for administrations itself to work
with the systems. This includes another perspective on the principle as stated by
the EC. Furthermore, the dimension of ’Evaluation’ is met, since the regulations are










TABLE 5.4: Principle 3: Inclusiveness and Accessibility – Germany
Principle 4: Openness and Transparency
This principle covers, on the one hand, the transparency of data usage within public
administrations and, on the other hand, the integration of research institutes and
experts in the process of designing new systems. As stated by the ’Commission
of Experts for Research and Innovation’, neither of these two aspects are adequately
achieved in Germany yet. The usage of personal data is rather intransparent. At least
the publicly available information regarding the new combined portal do not clarify
if and how this transparency should be achieved in the future. Nevertheless, the
buzzword transparency is mentioned without any further specifications for example
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at the FITKO (Föderale IT-Kooperation (FITKO), 2018). This leads to the following









TABLE 5.5: Principle 4: Openness and Transparency – Germany
Principle 5: Cross-border by Default
The policy strategy ’Digitale Verwaltung 2020’ mentioned to keep measures and ini-
tiatives in line with the DSM strategy of the EU (Bundesministerium des Innern,
2014). This effort is illustrated by several examples of cross-border data usage, such
as SPOCS (Simple Procedures Online for Cross-Border Services). The adjustments
and additions to this policy as well as the new ’Onlinezugangsgesetz’ are not men-
tioning any further initiatives to assure the availability of services in and for other
member states (Bundesministeriums der Justiz und für Verbraucherschutz, 2017).
Accordingly, the dimensions of ’Reference’ and ’Planning’ are met, while the other









TABLE 5.6: Principle 5: Cross-border by Default – Germany
Principle 6: Interoperability by Default
In all relevant recent strategy plans of the German government, the necessity of
interoperability, especially between the different administrations in Germany, are
mentioned. Especially the new ’Onlinezugangsgesetz’ lays the basis for a funda-
mental data framework (Bundesministeriums der Justiz und für Verbraucherschutz,
2017). This is mostly due to the growth in regulative power of the ’IT planning coun-
cil’, that is now able to determine these frameworks (Bundesministerium des Innern,
2017). This process is at its very beginning though, and a working interoperability
has yet to be achieved within Germany. That means that the dimension of ’Achieve-
ment’ is not met, while ’Reference’, ’Scheduling’ and ’Planning’ can be seen as given.
Due to the novelty of the approaches there are no further visions, such as European










TABLE 5.7: Principle 6: Interoperability by Default – Germany
Principle 7: Trustworthiness and Security
The ’Onlinezugangsgesetz’ mentions explicitly IT-security standards as well as data
protection guidelines for the new central online portal (Bundesministeriums der Jus-
tiz und für Verbraucherschutz, 2017). Also, the ’Digitale Verwaltung 2020’ strategy
mentions security and trustworthiness several times, without describing tangible
measures for the achievement. The privacy-by-design principle is not mentioned in
the strategies and further measures that go beyond legal compliance, as mentioned










TABLE 5.8: Principle 7: Trustworthiness and Security – Germany
Result
All in all, the application of the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’ by the strate-
gies and policies of Germany is rated with a point score of:
6 + 6 + 11 + 2 + 4 + 6 + 6 = 41
This results in an implementation rate of 53 %.
5.2.3 The United Kingdom
The central strategies in the UK, as explained in Subsection 4.1.2, were published in
much more stringent succession than in Germany. Certainly though, the ’Brexit’ puts
the comparison of the national strategies with the EU action plan in a very special
light.
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Principle 1: Digital by Default
The first hint pointing in the direction of the UK having implemented this principle
can be found in the name of the first real eGovernment strategy from the year 2010 –
’Digital by Default’ (Gov.uk, 2010). This name being a claim in 2010 quickly became
the driving policy factor with regards to eGovernment in the 2012 ’Government Dig-
ital Strategy’. It resulted in the development of the ’one-stop-shop’ platform ’gov.uk’
and the redesign and rethinking of the delivery of public services for businesses and
citizens (Gov.uk, 2017). The following ’Government Transformation Strategy’ aims
to continue this process and also includes the transformation of internal structures
and procedures while having already established a continuous evaluation system.










TABLE 5.9: Principle 1: Digital by Default – UK
Principle 2: Once-only Principle
Based on its central governmental online portal, the UK advanced in the implemen-
tation of this principle. Nevertheless, not all governmental institutions are yet part
of the platform and data have to be entered more than once when dealing with dif-
ferent institutions. Therefore, in the most recent strategy the aim is stated to build a
national data infrastructure of registers where data is held and used centrally across
the whole government until 2020: "This alpha will then be tested with a wider set of
departments, seeking an approach to collect data once and reuse it where appropri-
ate elsewhere in government, for the purpose of improving specific services and out-
comes for citizens" (Gov.uk, 2017, p. 69). This leads to the rating that the dimensions
’Reference’, ’Scheduling’ and ’Planning’ are met. The dimension of ’Evaluation’ is
met based in the iterative development process that is established and consists of
an evaluation phase. The groundwork for the dimension ’Achievement’ are laid out










TABLE 5.10: Principle 2: Once-only Principle – UK
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Principle 3: Inclusiveness and Accessibility
In the ’Government Transformation Strategy’ the objective to deliver services that
are accessible to all users, regardless of ability, is stated (Gov.uk, 2017). But there
are no measures defined how this would be achieved. Furthermore, on the existing
central governmental platform there are no direct offerings to access the contents in
easy speech or other languages. The principle of inclusiveness and accessibility is
not considered enough in the realized services neither the most recent action plan.









TABLE 5.11: Principle 3: Inclusiveness and Accessibility – UK
Principle 4: Openness and Transparency
Until 2020, the governmental institutions in the UK want to "make it easier for cit-
izens to view and, if necessary, correct data about them when using transactional
public services" (Gov.uk, 2017, p. 50), which is an important factor of this principle
as stated by the EU. Furthermore the objective is to "provide radical transparency
to citizens about: how money is being spent; who is responsible for services, com-
ponents and management of data; and how they can participate in democratic pro-
cesses around those services" (Gov.uk, 2017, p. 44). Additionally, the promotion
of open government solutions within the UK and worldwide builds a relevant part
of the national strategies, while the inclusion of relevant stakeholders in the design
process of new systems remains unclear.
Since the achievements are only visible in the open-data field, this dimension is not
yet met. Nevertheless, the goals to provide "radical transparency" are very clear in









TABLE 5.12: Principle 4: Openness and Transparency – UK
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Principle 5: Cross-border by Default
This principle is by far the most problematic one to be measured for the case of
the UK. Due to the ’Brexit’ procedure the EU and its other member states are only
mentioned with regards to the ’General Data Protection Regulation’ in the ’Govern-
ment Transformation Strategy’. This means that the availability of public services
for citizens of other member states is no longer a goal of the United Kingdom. Nev-
ertheless, the code of the central governmental platform is made available for other
governments worldwide (Gov.uk, 2017).
For the rating of the dimensions it can be said that the dimensions of ’Achievement’,
’Reference’, ’Scheduling’ and ’Planning’ are, with regards to the EU’s principle, not
met. But the dimensions of ’Vision’ and ’Evaluation’, are met, because the UK states









TABLE 5.13: Principle 5: Cross-border by Default – UK
Principle 6: Interoperability by Default
Due to the objective to develop a national data infrastructure of registers where data
is held and used centrally across the whole government, the interoperability within
the UK and its national administrations is clearly part of the national eGovernment
strategy. The interoperability between member states of the EU though is not men-
tioned (Gov.uk, 2017). This means that the major point of the principle is referenced,
scheduled and planned. Even though there are major achievements in the field of
interoperability, the dimension of ’Achievement’ is not met since it is not fully laid
out in the UK. Also, there is no vision stated, that goes beyond the securing of inter-
operability within the UK. Nevertheless, the dimension of ’Evaluation’ is, again due









TABLE 5.14: Principle 6: Interoperability by Default – UK
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Principle 7: Trustworthiness and Security
The implementation of this principle is summarized in this quote from the ’Gov-
ernment Transformation Strategy’: "As the National Cyber Security Strategy notes,
cyber attacks are growing more frequent, sophisticated and damaging when they
succeed. We must therefore ensure that we move forward in a way that is secure,
deters criminal behaviour and which maintains our commitment to individuals’ pri-
vacy" (Gov.uk, 2017, p. 5). Furthermore, the objectives go beyond the scope of the
principle by stating that emerging technologies are examined before implementation
for potential ethical and privacy implications. Since, also due to its open-source like
approach, the UK’s eGovernment systems already belong to the safest in the world,
this leads to the highest rating regarding the implementation of this principle (Har-









TABLE 5.15: Principle 7: Trustworthiness and Security – UK
Result
To sum up the application of the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’ by the United
Kingdom is rated with the following point score:
11 + 7 + 2 + 8 + 2 + 7 + 11 = 48
This results in an implementation rate of 62 %. It can be assumed that the result
would have been better without the political development of the ’Brexit’ and the
resulting renunciation of EU policies.
5.2.4 Estonia
The key political strategy in Estonia is the ’Digital Agenda 2020 for Estonia’, as de-
scribed in Subsection 4.1.3. The strategy is implemented through action plans, which
specify measures and initiatives in short iterations. The evaluation of the strategy is
mostly done through annual reports, which feature progress made in executing the
action plans and thereby the strategy (Ministry of Economic Affairs and Communi-
cation, 2013).
Principle 1: Digital by Default
Being called "The Digital Republic" by the New Yorker, Estonia has already achieved
the digitalization of nearly every bureaucratic process and service in the country
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(Heller, 2017). Apart from transfers of physical property and the registration of mar-
riage or divorce, everything can be done digitally by citizens and businesses. Fur-
thermore, all services are centralized in the ’one-stop-shop’ system ’eesti.ee’. With
its e-residency program as the outstanding visionary initiative and the already de-
scribed evaluation process, all dimensions of this principle are met. This is also
underpinned by the statement in the strategy, that the "aspiration for Estonia is to
become as re-known for its e-services as Switzerland is in the field of banking" (Min-









TABLE 5.16: Principle 1: Digital by Default – Estonia
Principle 2: Once-only Principle
This principle has been one of the major guidelines in the development of Estonia’s
central online portal and remains that status since: "The public sector will organ-
ise its processes so as to ensure that citizens, entrepreneurs and public bodies will
have to provide any information only once" (Ministry of Economic Affairs and Com-
munication, 2013, p. 19). Even nowadays data only have to be entered once in the
’eesti.ee’ portal and can be reused by authorized administrative bodies. Further-
more, this principle is extended to the neighboring country of Finland providing
the possibility to reuse already entered information across borders. Thereby, the
’Once-only Principle’ is implemented extensively and beyond the conditions in the









TABLE 5.17: Principle 2: Once-only Principle – Estonia
Principle 3: Inclusiveness and Accessibility
The principle of ’Inclusiveness and Accessibility’ is promoted throughout the eGov-
ernment strategies of Estonia. For example, it is stated that, "user-friendliness and
accessibility of user interfaces of public sector ICT-solutions and service channels
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will be improved, including by the uptake of Estonian language applications to pro-
vide services based on voice-recognition" (Ministry of Economic Affairs and Com-
munication, 2013, p. 33). Additionally, all services should be made usable for citi-
zens of other EU member states by developing multilingual e-services.
Also, defined measures like the further development of platforms for inclusion and
participation or the standardization of data searches are mentioned (Vassil, 2015).
Nevertheless, these plans are not yet completed. For instance, the ’eesti.ee’ portal
is until today available in Estonian, English and Russian, but no further languages.
Also, no easy speech version is accessible (Enterprise Estonia, 2018). Therefore, the









TABLE 5.18: Principle 3: Inclusiveness and Accessibility – Estonia
Principle 4: Openness and Transparency
The strategies of the development of its eGovernment services are created with the
integration of stakeholders and the integration of results of public consultations. The
results of these discussions and consultations can be monitored by citizens and other
stakeholders at all times (Ministry of Economic Affairs and Communication, 2013).
Also, citizens and businesses can monitor the usage of their data by administra-
tive bodies using the central portal. All usage of their data is documented using
the ’Non-Repudiation’ design principle (Heller, 2017). In addition to that, Estonia
openly invites other countries and governments, especially within the EU, to reuse
their systems or learn form their development. Thereby, they try to push their vi-
sion of expanding "the EU’s familiar four freedoms — the unhindered movement of










TABLE 5.19: Principle 4: Openness and Transparency – Estonia
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Principle 5: Cross-border by Default
As mentioned above, the aim to make Estonian services available to citizens of other
EU member states is described in Estonia’s strategy (Ministry of Economic Affairs
and Communication, 2013). This is also illustrated by the ongoing cooperation with
Finland. Furthermore, with its e-residency program everyone has the opportunity to
become a digital resident of Estonia and access major public services, even without










TABLE 5.20: Principle 5: Cross-border by Default – Estonia
Principle 6: Interoperability by Default
The governmental digital services in Estonia have been developed based on the Es-
tonian interoperability framework, which is continuously updated and evaluated
(Ministry of Economic Affairs and Communication, 2013). Furthermore, different
co-operation models and methods are developed, that support the common service
space: "For example, legal and organisational problems related to the common use
of the service space will be analysed, and relevant (pilot) projects will be initiated"
(Ministry of Economic Affairs and Communication, 2013, p. 26). Further initiatives
include the inclusion of private businesses, so that they become aware of the state in-
formation system and thereby strengthen their skills to use it. This led to businesses
using the Estonian interoperability framework as well as central functions of public
online services for their own products or services (Vassil, 2015).
Together with the already explained interoperability approaches on the international









TABLE 5.21: Principle 6: Interoperability by Default – Estonia
Principle 7: Trustworthiness and Security
In its strategy Estonia claims to have cultivated a "widely shared appreciation of the
importance of security" (Ministry of Economic Affairs and Communication, 2013, p.
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16). This claim is undermined by the architecture of the central state portal, which
is a decentralized, distributed system. Since 2012, the backbone of Estonia’s digital
security is a blockchain technology, called K.S.I., which builds the foundation of the
connecting basic system ’X-Road’ as illustrated in Figure 5.1 (Vassil, 2015).
This security system is not only used by the public sector, but, similar to the interop-
erability framework, also by banks, telecommunication providers and other private
sector institutions. In addition to that, the central identification system uses two-
factor authentication to avoid misuses. In general, the Estonian security systems
use up-to-date measures and architectures to offer highest security standards while
also claiming: "The mitigation of non-acceptable risks in information and commu-
nication systems will be guaranteed and security requirements will be taken into
account when designing the systems and throughout their life cycle" (Ministry of
Economic Affairs and Communication, 2013, p. 19).
FIGURE 5.1: A schematic of Estonia’s X-Road data exchange. (Vassil,
2015)









TABLE 5.22: Principle 7: Trustworthiness and Security – Estonia
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Result
To sum up, the application of the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’ by Estonia
is rated with the following point score:
11 + 11 + 8 + 11 + 11 + 11 + 11 = 74
This results in an implementation rate of 96 % with points only missed in the ’Achieve-
ment’ dimension of the ’Inclusiveness and Accessibility’ principle.
5.3 Outcomes
In summary, the analysis of the implementation of the EU ’eGovernment Action Plan
2016-2020’ into national strategies by Germany, the United Kingdom and Estonia
delivered the result that Germany implemented 53 % of the plan, the UK 62 % and
Estonia 96 % (see Figure 5.23).
Principle GER UK EE
Digital by Default 6 11 11
Once-only Principle 6 7 11
Inclusiveness and Accessibility 11 2 8
Openness and Transparency 2 8 11
Cross-border by Default 4 2 11
Interoperability by Default 6 7 11
Trustworthiness and Security 6 11 11
Overall Points 41 48 74
Overall Degree 53 % 62 % 96 %
TABLE 5.23: Results
In general, it can be said that the efforts of a coordinated eGovernment approach
in Germany just recently kick-started due to new legislation. Before that, the polity
of the federal state lead to cluttered island-solutions lacking a comprehensive ap-
proach.
The UK, though, is a completely different case. While they follow a clear strategy
and got the full score for the ’Digital by Default’ principle, they particularly missed
points at the cross-border interoperability, which can at least partially be explained
by the ’Brexit’ process and the resulting procedures of cutting ties with other EU
member states. Additionally, the efforts for inclusiveness and accessibility are far
behind the European standard.
Estonia’s reputation of being one of the digital model states worldwide was con-
firmed once more. Except for the ’Inclusiveness and Accessibility’ principle, they
are ahead of the conditions proclaimed by the EU and substantiate their leading role
in digitalization in the EU. This is in line with their main emphasis during their pres-
idency of the council last year, where Estonia made the impetus of digitalization in
the EU their main task.
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Validating the Research Method
The previous analysis of the different implementation by the EU policy regarding
eGovernment into national strategies was done using a comparative method ap-
proach based on a MSSD design, as explained in Section 5.1. Since the rating method
and hence the factorization of the different strategies was developed for this thesis,
it would be desirable to further test this system. Some approaches to deliver this test
are described in the first part of this chapter.
Additionally, there are several ways to validate the results of the analysis through
other research methods. Possible approaches to deliver this validation are explained
in the second part of this chapter.
6.1 Testing the Rating Method
The method of rating the implementation of the seven principles of the ’eGovern-
ment Action Plan 2016-2020’ by the European Union into national strategies by ap-
plying six dimensions to each principle was developed exclusively for this master
thesis. Hence, this rating method has not been used before.
To test the validity and reliability of the method several possibilities can be applied.
A first step would be to carry out the analysis for all other member states of the EU
to test if possible obstacles appear during the examination of other strategies.
Since the policies regarding eGovernment are not yet examined in recent research,
it is unfortunately not possible to compare the rating method to other methods in
the field of eGovernment. Nevertheless, it would be possible to apply the rating
method to other political strategies, preferably in a field where similar ratings have
been used. Thereby, the congruence of the results of different rating methods could
be defined and possible strengths and weaknesses explored.
6.2 Validating Results through Other Research Methods
Next to the used rating method the validity and reliability of results of the analysis
could be tested by applying other research methods. This is particularly interesting
since the comparative method used in this thesis can only, as described in Section 5.1,
be seen as a starting point for further research.
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One option would be to use methods previously used in eGovernment related re-
search. The empirical approach used by Lindgren and Melin seems to be especially
useful since it gathers its results from the policy makers itself (Lindgren and Melin,
2017). This qualitative approach could be done by interviewing the responsible parts
of administrations as well as policy makers to examine the grade of implementation.
Another approach would be to quantitatively research these parts of administrations
and policy makers by using questionnaires to gather data, that determines in how
far the EU strategy affected the policy-making on the national level.
Staying in the field of comparative methods, it would be fruitful to compare the
cases used in this thesis from the perspective of other research fields. For example,
a comparison based on linguistics could validate the results. Due to its nature, po-
litical strategies are always written documents that largely rely on the use of speech
and formulation.
All of these possible validation methods require notably higher efforts in resources,
but would nevertheless deliver valuable insights not only in the implementation of




Connection to Quantitative Data
This study of the different national eGovernment strategies and the ’eGovernment
Action Plan 2016-2020’ by the European Union and the rating of its implementa-
tion is not the first scientific approach to rate eGovernment in the EU: "As public e-
services initiatives continue to gain global momentum, diffusion indexes, measures
and benchmark studies are rapidly expanding" (Seri, Bianchi, and Matteucci, 2014,
p. 496). This is also valid for the EU. Admittedly the "evidence about their availabil-
ity, usage and broad consequences is still quite scattered and often contrasting" (Seri,
Bianchi, and Matteucci, 2014, p. 496). Therefore, the connection and comparison of
different approaches and findings proves to be a crucial element in the ever evolving
field of eGovernment research.
But, most importantly, the connection of the results of this thesis with outcomes of
quantitative studies is vital to answering the postulated research question: Are there
differences in the application of the eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020 by the Eu-
ropean Commission into national strategies and can they function as an explanation
of differences in the use of digital services in EU member states by the public?
Two studies are used to do this. Firstly the ’eGovernment Benchmark 2017 – Taking
stock of user-centric design and delivery of digital public services in Europe’ (Eu-
ropean Commission, 2017c) by the European Commission delivers detailed figures
about the eGovernment approaches of every single member state of the Union as
well as results about the penetration of the services within the public.
Secondly the ’Digital Government Barometer: The Digitalisation of the public ser-
vices in four European Countries’ (Ipsos, 2017), carried out by the private market re-
search institute IPSOS, reveals valuable figures about the public perception of eGov-
ernment services and its usage within four European countries.
By comparing the results of this thesis with these two studies, the aim of defining
the meaningfulness of the policy comparison will be carried out.
7.1 eGovernment Benchmark 2017
The ’eGovernment Benchmark 2017 – Taking stock of user-centric design and deliv-
ery of digital public services in Europe’ (European Commission, 2017c) is carried out
every year by private market research institutes on behalf of the EC. The goal is to
identify the realization of eGovernment measures and the usage within the publics
of the EU’s member states. The benchmark thereby "sheds light onto the state-of-
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play of the digital transformation of European public administrations and the extent
to which they are ‘on track’" (European Commission, 2017c, p. 11).
The method mostly used in this benchmarking is ’Mystery Shopping’. As explained
in the benchmark report, a "Mystery Shopper is trained and briefed to observe, ex-
perience, and measure a given public service process. Mystery Shoppers act as
prospective users and follow a detailed, objective evaluation checklist. Mystery
Shopping was the method of choice for the assessment of all top-level benchmarks
under review this year" (European Commission, 2017c, p. 23).
Using this method, the report focused on four central top-level benchmarks. These
are ’User-Centricity’, ’Transparency’, ’Cross-border Mobility’ and ’Key Enablers’.
These are then applied to certain defined life events like business operations, moving
or owning and driving a car.
The key findings of the benchmark process are, among others, that 82 % of public
services are provided by European public administrations while the delivery for
businesses is overall more advanced than the delivery for private services. Also,
advancements in the fields of transparency and cross-border mobility are not as fast
as it would be desirable (European Commission, 2017c).
Next to the detailed report of the benchmark, the insights are additionally summed
up in factsheets for each EU member state (European Commission, 2017b). These
factsheets are of special importance to this thesis since they provide the necessary
data for the comparison with the here present results. One of the key figures of these
sheets is the indicator ’Penetration’, which is described as the "extent to which use of
the online channel is widespread among users of government services" (European
Commission, 2017c, p. 109). This is especially important since the offering of pub-
lic online services is only reasonable if they are needed and used by citizens. The
other highly relevant indicator is the ’Digitisation’ index. This is a "proxy for the
Digitisation level of the back- and front- office" (European Commission, 2017c, p.
110). Since this indicator is based on the four top-level benchmarks, it describes the
general advancements in the digitalization of public administrations.
With regards to the countries that were examined in this study, the results in the
eGovernment Benchmark 2017 are as follows:
FIGURE 7.1: Performance Germany (European Commission, 2017b)
FIGURE 7.2: Performance UK (European Commission, 2017b)
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FIGURE 7.3: Performance Estonia (European Commission, 2017b)
It can be seen that the citizens of the UK and Estonia, with penetration rates of 70 %
and 84 %, are using public online services to a much larger extent than the German
public (33 %). The EU average rate is given by 52 %. With regards to the ’Digitisation’
indicator Germany got rated with 75 %, the UK with 56 % and Estonia with 83 %
while the EU average lays at 65 % (see Figures 7.1, 7.2 and 7.3).
These results were then put in context with the other EU member states (see Figure
7.4). Furthermore, the countries are classified. Germany situates in the class of ’Ex-
pendable eGovernment’. This means that digital innovations are being carried out
while the usage of services remains rather low. The United Kingdom is placed in
the class of ’Unexploited eGovernment’. In this case the government is still in an
ongoing digitisation process, while a comparably high number of citizens is using
eGovernment services. Estonia, however, is situated in the class of ’fruitful eGov-
ernment’, which indicates a very successful innovation and digitalization process.
In fact, Estonia is described as "the only country outperforming in both Digitisation
and Penetration" (European Commission, 2017c).
FIGURE 7.4: Digitisation vs. Penetration (European Commission,
2017c)
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In relation to the findings of this study, it can be stated that Estonia is standing out
in its eGovernment related policy-making as demonstrated in this analysis (96 %).
Germany (53 %) and the UK (62 %) got lower results in this thesis and also were
not ranked in the best class in the benchmark. Nevertheless, they got situated in
different classes and received results that are not completely in line with the policy
analysis. For example, the digitalization rate of Germany is comparably high in the
benchmark study, while the policy analysis here would have defined that differently.
To further examine this difference the next study will be compared with these results.
7.2 Digital Government Barometer
The ’Digital Government Barometer: The Digitalisation of the public services in four
European Countries’ (Ipsos, 2017) is carried out annually by the market research
institute IPSOS on behalf of Sopra Steria, a digital transformation consulting firm
from Germany. The latest report was published in December 2017 and included the
countries Germany, the United Kingdom, France and Norway.
For the study, 4001 respondents in the four countries were interviewed via the IPSOS
online access panel. Since the report was prepared in compliance with the interna-
tional standard ISO 20252 ’Market, opinion and social research’, it can be classified
as a representative, quantitative study. With regards to the methodology the quota
sampling included: gender, age, profession of the respondent, region and market-
size (Ipsos, 2017).
The focus of this study is to identify the attitudes of the public towards the efforts of
the four governments to develop eGovernment services. Furthermore, the usage of
these public online services and the wishes of the public regarding the design and
usability of the services are explored.
Notably Estonia, as one of the cases in this master thesis, is not part of this public
survey. Because the results for Estonia in the here presented policy analysis and the
benchmarking in the chapter before are very congruent, the barometer study was
nonetheless chosen for this thesis. This is because of the relevance of the findings
for the other two cases, Germany and the UK. The results for these two EU member
states in the policy analysis and the benchmarking were not as congruent as the
results for Estonia. Therefore more data for these two cases is needed to sufficiently
answer the research question of this thesis.
The first highly relevant insight of the barometer is determining the frequency of use
of online public services (see Figure 7.5). Here, it can be seen that the use of these
services in Germany has dropped since 2016. Only 31 % of the surveyed are using
online public services several times a year. In the UK, this figure increased hugely
to a subtotal of 52 %, which means a rise of 22 %. It can be stated accordingly that
the use of eGovernment services in the UK is notably larger than in Germany (21 %
difference).
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FIGURE 7.5: Frequency of Use of Online Public Services (Ipsos, 2017)
Another insight that proves to be valuable for the connection of the datasets is the
examination of the public opinion on the development of eGovernment services in
the respective countries (see Figure 7.6). In Germany, 56 % of the surveyed have
the impression that the amount of digital public services provided by public admin-
istrations has increased. In the UK 83 % have that feeling. Moreover, 43 % of the
Germans are thinking that these services are increasingly easy to use, while 66 % of
the citizens of the UK have this impression. This means that the satisfaction with the
development of digital services by the public sector is perceptibly higher in the UK
compared to Germany.
FIGURE 7.6: Public Opinion on eGovernment Development (Ipsos,
2017)
The satisfaction rates with the online services that are already available are another
relevant insight of the barometer study. The question, if the available services meet
the needs of the users, is generally confirmed by 43 % of the surveyed Germans and
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79 % of the public in the UK (see Figure 7.7). This reveals that the public in the UK is
nearly twice as satisfied with the public online services that are available up to date
compared to the citizens of Germany.
FIGURE 7.7: Satisfaction toward Digital Public Services (Ipsos, 2017)
In general, it can be said that the citizens of the UK and Germany rate the available
services and the development of eGovernment services in their respective countries
differently with the UK performing relevantly better than Germany. In accordance
with these results, the usage of online public services is noticeably lower in Germany.
These results of the barometer study are mostly in line with the findings of the pol-
icy analysis. The differences in the usage and impression of eGovernment service
between Germany and the UK are bigger than the difference of the implication rates
of the EU eGovernment plan (53 % vs. 62 %). This my be explained by the fact
that the barometer study examined the current status of eGovernment solutions
while the policy analysis examined the current status of policy plans for the near
future. Therefore, the lower difference between the two countries in the policy anal-
ysis might indicate a convergence of user perception in the future.
7.3 Derivations for the Research Question
With regard to the research question of this thesis, the connection of the results of
the policy analysis with the two studies proved to be highly fruitful. It can be stated
that the general tendencies are the same for all three studies. The research question
can accordingly be answered by the following statement:
There are differences in the application of the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-
2020’ by the European Commission into national strategies and they can at least
partially and especially predictively function as an explanation of differences in
the use of digital services in EU member states by the public.
The role of Estonia as a frontrunner in eGovernment development got cemented
both for its policies as well as through the benchmarking of the current status. The
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impression of the Estonian citizens was not put into account, nevertheless the usage
rates explained in Subsection 4.1.3 hint to a wide acceptance of the online public
services.
For Germany, the usage and perception of its services by the public are in line with
its implications of the EU plan. Nevertheless the high ’Digitisation’ rate in the bench-
mark and the current new legislation processes show that the high potential could
possibly be unveiled in the near future and subsequently lead to higher usage rates.
The UK impresses with high usage rates and reviews by its citizens. The rating of the
implementation of the EU plan into its national eGovernment policies as well as the
EU benchmarking show slightly lower ratings. The obvious reason for this would be
that especially the cross-border principles, which were part of both of these analyzes,
got low ratings due to the ’Brexit’ procedures. The detailed reason could be part of
further research.
A detailed discussion of all these findings as well as the final conclusion are part of






This chapter provides the discussion of the findings of this thesis. Furthermore an
outlook on possible future research as well as future eGovernment developments in
the EU is given. Finally, a conclusion summarizes this master thesis.
8.1 Discussion
The ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’ is generally seen as a step in the right
direction for the development of eGovernment within the European Union. Nev-
ertheless, relevant stakeholders, like the ’Digital Champions’, keep on pointing out
that the implementation of the plan by the member states is key to the success of the
action plan (European Commission, 2016a). It gets obvious that the adaption of the
plan is a necessary step for achieving the goals of unifying the eGovernment systems
and provide every citizen in the EU with flawless and borderless digital services.
If the member states implement the seven principles of the action plan by the EC into
its national policies, the first step of developing a congruent, usable and interopera-
ble eGovernment system is reached. This is supported by the findings of this thesis.
The implementation rates of Germany (53 %), the UK (62 %) and Estonia (96 %) are
showing results that are mainly in line with the EU benchmarking of the existing
systems and the Digital Barometer.
In terms of a development process, the examination of political strategies is located
at the first stage of this process. The EU benchmarking can be seen as a second stage
evaluation and the Digital Barometer as the third and last stage:
1. Policies, strategies and action plans.
2. Systems in development and existing systems.
3. Evaluation and user feedback of existing systems.
Therefore, the implementation rates of the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’
into national strategies can be seen as an indicator for the future development of
eGovernment systems. This explains why the UK ranks very good in the barome-
ter study, but only got a medium-high rating in the benchmarking and the policy
implementation rate. Since the existing system is accepted by the users and far pro-
gressed, the political plans for the future development are not meeting the principles
of ’Cross-border by Default’ and ’Interoperability by Default’. Presumably, this has
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to be explained with the ’Brexit’ process leading to a shift in priorities in the UK. The
creation of a union-wide, borderless system is no longer a relevant objective.
The public satisfaction with the current eGovernment systems in Germany is rather
problematic. This is in line with the political situation until the end of the year 2017.
Cluttered policies and plans, mostly on the county-level, led to an equivalent eGov-
ernment system. But there is good reason for the expectation of improvement. Both
the EU benchmarking and the implementation rate of the EU action plan are show-
ing that Germany is slowly but surely going in the right direction. With the new
’Onlinezugangsgesetz’ the groundwork for a successful eGovernment development
is now given. It can be expected, that the indicators, including the usage rates, for
Germany will keep on rising.
Estonia can be seen as one of the frontrunners of eGovernment in Europe and world-
wide. Its solutions can act as a best practice example and guideline for other EU
member states. It has to be seen, though, how willing Estonia is to support slower
developing states in the EU, which could mean to wait with certain developments
or change already existing systems due to new interoperability guidelines.
In general, it can be said, that the implementation rate can be used as a key indicator
of eGovernment development. It describes the very first step of the realization of
eGovernment developments and can, thereby, act as a prognosis of the near future.
Because of this, the implementation rate might be a valid score for benchmarking
with regards to policy and, thereby, enhance the benchmarking reports of the EU.
With this indicator officials would have a holistic view on the development of these
systems and would be able to monitor and adjust them earlier in the process.
8.2 Outlook
Due to the characteristic of this thesis as a comparative digital policy study and the
limited resources available, it can only function as a first step with much room for
further research. A necessary next step would be the analysis of the implementa-
tion rates of the ’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’ by all other member states.
Additionally, these rates must constantly be adjusted to keep up with the political
development in the EU and the member states and especially new eGovernment
policies.
Furthermore, the validation of the implementation rate indicator by other, preferably
experimental or statistical, research methods is a necessary next step. This would
further validate the implementation rate indicator and also prove its reliability. A
comparison with other policy analyzes would be useful as well.
It can be expected, that the amount of research in the field of eGovernment will keep
growing. In the EU and worldwide more and more effort and resources are spent in
this area, which increases the need for valid evaluation and benchmarking methods:
"A specific focus on Europe is still in urgent need, in the face of the extensive efforts
paid by EU institutions to promote e-services development and their benchmarking"
(Seri, Bianchi, and Matteucci, 2014, p. 496).
Due to the importance of eGovernment systems, not only for citizens but also for
(potential) businesses, it can also be expected that the efforts by the Union will keep
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expanding. To reach the long-term goal of a ’Digital Single Market’, it seems possi-
ble that Estonia’s proposal to "expand the EU’s familiar four freedoms — the unhin-
dered movement of goods, services, capital and people across borders — to include a
fifth: data (The Economist, 2017), could become part of the EU wide political agenda
soon.
All in all, it can be stated that eGovernment will influence the lives of every citizen
in the EU and worldwide more and more in the future. Therefore, the need for
sophisticated research of the political plans, the developed systems and its usage
will continue to thrive.
8.3 Conclusion
This master thesis analyzed if there are differences in the implementation of the
’eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020’ by the European Union into national strate-
gies and if these differences can be used to explain different usage rate of public
online services in the member states. To answer this, the three national strategies of
Germany, the United Kingdom and Estonia were analyzed. To do so, an implemen-
tation rate indicator containing of six dimensions (Reference, Scheduling, Achieve-
ments, Planning, Vision, Evaluation) was developed. This indicator was then ap-
plied to the seven key principles of the action plan by the EU. These principles are:
• Digital by Default
• Once-only Principle
• Inclusiveness and Accessibility
• Openness and Transparency
• Cross-border by Default
• Interoperability by Default
• Trustworthiness and Security
The analyzes resulted in the following scores: Germany (53 %), the UK (62 %) and
Estonia (96 %).
These implementation rates were then compared to the results of the ’eGovernment
Benchmark 2017 – Taking stock of user-centric design and delivery of digital public
services in Europe’ (European Commission, 2017c), which evaluates the current state
of eGovernment development in the EU member states and the ’Digital Government
Barometer: The Digitalisation of the public services in four European Countries’
(Ipsos, 2017), which examines the public reception of eGovernment services by the
citizens.
This resulted in the recognition that the results of the presented analysis are mainly
in line with the findings of the two mentioned studies. But, while these aim at later
stages of the development process of eGovernment solutions, the implementation
rate allows the rating of the political application of the EU policy and, thereby, the
first step in the process. Thus, the implementation rates of the ’eGovernment Action
Plan 2016-2020’ into national strategies can be seen as an indicator for the future
development of eGovernment systems. The method can, hence, prove to be a highly
valuable further asset in the benchmarking and monitoring procedures of the EU.
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This could be especially valuable for the future since the development of eGovern-
ment systems will most likely gain more and more momentum. “We’re about to go
into a very interesting time where a lot of governments can become virtual” (Heller,
2017) says Tim Draper, a venture capitalist at the Silicon Valley firm ’Draper Fisher
Jurvetson’ and one of Estonia’s leading tech boosters. This shows that eGovern-
ment, as we understand it today, is only an intermediate step towards a possible
future where "it is possible to imagine a future in which nationality is determined
not so much by where you live as by what you log on to" (Heller, 2017). Estonia’s
eCitizenship program indicates how this future could look like.
With these future developments in mind, it gets clear why eGovernment is, not only,
a nice-to-have service for the ’Generation Y’. The EU has to constantly rethink and re-
frame their eGovernment policies and push their member states to implement them.
Without ambitious policies the status of the EU as one of the best places to live and
invest worldwide will fissurize.
Also, it will not be enough just to provide political guidelines. Marten Kaevats,
Estonia’s national digital adviser, states that “there also needs to be a vision from the
political side. It needs to be there always – a policy, not politics. But the politicians
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